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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The field of educational and psychological measurement is not 
often examined as to the adequacy of its measures. Many measurement 
attributes under study are hypothetical constructs (self esteem, in-
telligence, etc.) and lack precise empirical definitions. This lack 
of clear empirical definitions creates inconsistencies that affect the 
interpretation of results gathered by various measurement techniques. 
The techniques in turn are, at times, inappropriately applied to some 
attributes; the assumptions are not strictly observed and the neces-
sary mathematical properties do not describe the data. This misappli-
cation of techniques can also produce inconsistencies in interpreting 
results. 
A specific concern of the present investigation is the de-
velopment of instruments designed to measure an attribute reflective 
of an individual's affective domain. Many instruments utilized in 
attempts to measure self esteem differ in obtaining the measure, as 
well as in interpreting the measure. The abstract quality inherent 
in the concept of self esteem stems from poorly operationalized defi-
nitions, overapplication of the concept and its meaning, as well as 
misapplication of faulty measuring techniques. An area which is essen-· 
tial to the measurement of an attribute involves the selection of 
items used in scales developed to assess self esteem. The items must 
1 
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function in a dual role, one which reflects the researcher's defini-
tion of self esteem, as well as reflecting the individual's definition 
of self esteem. 
Wylie (1974) stated that self esteem researchers view their 
data as reflecting, at least, an ordinal level of measurement. She 
quickly pointed out two basic reasons for this view to prove false: 
1) The subject and researcher may not be using the same dimension, and 
2) There is no reason to be sure that scale units are the same across 
subjects. Measures of self esteem are usually combinations of items 
and the subject performs two tasks: 1) Deciding the content and appli-
cable area of the item, and 2) Deciding on some intrinsic dimension 
which runs a continuum on which the individual puts himself. The re-
sults are seen as reflecting the researcher's continuum, when they may 
reflect the individual's own continuum. Along with meanings attached 
to words and applicable areas for the items, there can also be prob-
lems of reference groups for individual comparisons. With no guaran-
tee of a match between the individual's and the researcher's continuum, 
the measurement obtained is hardly beneficial to defining the attri-
bute. 
A concentration on the development of units in the scale has 
been covered in Guilford (1954) and Torgerson {1958). Wylie (1974) 
suggests further that these techniques have not been useful in self 
concept research due to an inability to determine how the individual's 
own continuum characteristics create a measurement effect and how to 
3 
apply the scaling techniques and thus achieve the exactness of measure-
ment the researcher seeks. Suggestions as to labeling points on the 
researcher's dimension may prove successful in matching the individu-
al's perception and the researcher's. Many techniques {paired compari-
son, successive intervals, etc.) are presented by numerous authors as 
alternatives to eliminate to some extent the difficulties caused by 
constant summary methods. 
Along with the continuum for one item, one must be aware of the 
effect of many items characterized in this fashion. If constant sum-
mary methods are used the individual items dispersions are lost in 
the total score. It would appear to be beneficial to somehow deter-
mine the emphasis made by the individual in regard to the items. 
Wylie (1974) suggests that scores developed in this fashion would re-
late more clearly to the behaviors hypothesized as being related to 
the researcher's construct (i.e., self esteem). 
Besides the use of a linear continuum for the distribution of 
items, one can conceive of validity as produced from constitutive 
definitions. With this view two concepts are considered similar if 
they appear together in what can be referred to as "semantic space". 
They would achieve these positions through the judgments of individu-
als making up a satisfactory population. If these judgments produce 
a separation of the items in the "semantic space" the items can be 
viewed as different. In some way it is necessary to produce a measure 
of distance for the items. It is not possible to rely on correlation 
coefficients as they will not account for absolute distances among 
items. One turns to latent structure models and their notion of a 
trace line for characterizing the items in reference to the continuum 
supposed to underlie it. The continuum is generated by the individu-
als who judge the items. Whereas a linear model achieves trace lines 
which are all straight lines, a latent structure model generates a 
trace line based on a probability of a positive response to an item 
from an individual at some given value of the underlying variable. 
4 
The curve thus generated is the probability of a positive response as 
a function of its position on the attribute studied. One then goes on 
to consider scales which measure distance and their quality of arbi-
trarily dividing the continuum into intervals. The magnitude of meas-
urement must also be considered and this adds an ordered notion to the 
continuum in addition to the ability to judge more and less in attri-
butes. Both magnitude and distance scales usually are considered uni-
dimensional, whereas many attributes are conceded to be multidimen-
sional. The major criticism of differing units on scales and the 
changes in comparability it produces leaves the scale no longer unidi-
mensional. Although some advocate the use of factor analysis in cre-
ating homogeneity of units, the evidence supporting this appears specu-
lative. It is suggested, therefore, that one produce a .qualitative 
system which is also quantitative in nature. Perhaps the use of a 
circle would be one means of clarifying the situation. There is dis-
cernible order yet one cannot perceive a magnitude. By Stevens' (1951} 
definitions of scale types this does not fit either the ratio or 
interval scale and one would designate it as methathetic rather than 
prothetic. Although there is no magnitude to circular measurement 
there is direction on the circle. With this direction on the circle, 
angles would be considered as appropriate in obtaining measurement of 
this direction. 
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Leary (1956) was an initial contributor to the interpretation 
of traits organized in a circular fashion. Leary had 16 sets of items 
of 8 traits which fell on the circle in a particular order. One term 
(category label) was used to describe the 16 items (abstractions) 
which followed a definite circular order. Woodworth and Schlossberg 
(1954) present a scaling procedure to demonstrate the circular order. 
The obtained frequency distributions should order the categories and 
result in the order speculated on by Leary. The assumption is that 
overlapping frequency distributions provide a continuum for the data 
which is circular in nature. The assigning of numbers to the continu-
um is accomplished by examining the circularity demonstrated by the 
matrices of the frequency distributions. This establishes an order 
and demonstrates that the continuum is a two dimensional one (see 
Figure 1.1). This two dimensional aspect makes it necessary to use a 
system of two dimensional numbers (in this case vectors). These as-
sumptions result in the use of the cartesian coordinate system to plot 
the points (in this case the vector angles and lengths). Another as-
sumption made is the use of the unit circle for the categories. The 
frequencies are assumed to function as weights to the scale points 
with the vectors reflecting the variability in the data. (In this 
DOMINANCE 
Quadrant II (+, -) Quadrant I (+, +) 
4 
• p 3 
2 
HATE LOVE 
-4 -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 4 
-1 
-2 
-3 
-4 
Quadrant III (-, -) Quadrant IV (-, +) 
SUBMISSION 
Figure 1 . 1 Diagram Illustrating how Points would be Plotted in 
the Cartesian Coordinate System of the Circumplex. 
The dimensions would be the Dominance-Submission 
dimension and the Hate-Love dimension. An item 
whose mean designation was +3 on the Dominance-
Submission dimension and -4 on the Hate-Love 
dimension would fall in Quadrant II. All other 
items are plotted in a similar fashion. 
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case one achieves this by taking vectors of unit length and multiply-
ing them by frequencies.) The vector length serves as a parameter of 
the distribution with the 6 to 8 categories being assumed to be of 
equal intervals. All this results in a circumplex which is considered 
to be a circular line of one dimension. 
The first assumption that a continuum underlies the data is 
too general to test empirically. The aspect of the category labels 
covering an equal interval would imply that each category label cover 
an equal number of points in a continuous distribution. Again, one 
can assume this initially and later subject it to empirical testing. 
The category labels are seen to fall on the unit circle and therefore 
result in no vector length differences. It is suggested that succes-
sive interval scaling would suffice to test the equal interval assump-
tions. A model for a perfect circulant can be set up by defining it 
empirically and this can serve as a comparison basis for goodness of 
fit tests for the model. 
Distributions are added and averaged and this will affect dis-
tributions which are adjacent to one another. The effects produced 
are on the resultant with equal differences tending to equalize ef-
fects and this in turn affects the length of the interval size. Dif-
ferent samples have been shown to produce average discrepancies of 
various sizes. Smaller discrepancies appear to be obtained with a 
larger number of items in the sample used to determine the average. 
It is not clear whether the items themselves or the category labels 
8 
are the cause of these discrepancies. 
This procedure could be viewed as applicable to self esteem 
research and numerous other areas by allowing some sense to be made of 
"semantic space" one utilizes in establishing self descriptors and/or 
personality descriptors. The meaning of a word can be determined by 
the frequency distribution of the responses to it by the sample of the 
population. (Do all individuals respond to the item in the same man-
ner?) It is suggested that a hierarchical meaning is not obtained but 
only enough information so as to establish synonyms and antonyms. The 
8 scales of 16 items presented by Leary are thought to be homogeneous 
and yet do not produce adequate internal consistency. It is suggested 
that homogeneity in the circular system be the result of summing the 
sines and cosines which results in a measure of the deviations from a 
mean vector. 
Rinn (1965) tested the two dimensional hypothesis by factor 
analysis and this produced three dimensions: 1) a general factor, 
2) a dominance--submission dimension, and 3) a love--hate dimension. 
Rinn's data are seen as confirmatory of Leary's dimensions. The 
general factor is seen as a levels component and is ignored as non-
discriminating. The second two factors are seen as comprising the 
circle. 
Two dimensional scaling produces two linear unidimensional bi-
polar dimensions. The procedure would be to scale the items on 1 di-
mension and then rescale them on the second dimension. It is sug-
9 
gested that the two orthogonal dimensions taken with the scale dimen-
sions when put together would result in the cartesian system and 
should yield the angular measurement sought. The items are seen as 
more important than the category labels for determining the circular 
structure of the data. Behavior is then seen as being described in 
probabilistic terms and taken as indicated by descriptors (adjectives 
and/or labels) which are given empirical emphasis by a consensual ap-
proach of the individuals who place the items. One could consider 
proof of a trait as existing in its reliability and this can be ob-
tained by viewing the agreement among people as to what constitutes 
the trait. Due to the subjective nature of evaluative terms in any 
language--an indicator of a trait is seen as less subjective if ob-
tained by determining a consensus among the people, in terms of evalu-
ating the trait and the meanings of words used to define it. 
The present investigation focuses on the application of the 
circumplex to several self esteem scales. Through the application of 
the circumplex, it will be possible to separate test construction para-
meters from the use parameters of the instrument. The circumplex will 
allow a large normative sample to judge the items, thus removing the 
dependence on expert judgment, which may focus on too narrow a range 
for the item's meaning. A normative sample utilized in this fashion 
accurately reflects the meaning of the items. The separation of use 
and construction parameters allows comparison of the populations using 
the instrument as a self esteem measure to those populations which 
judge the item meanings in relation to self esteem. The empirical 
methodology will aid the process of item selection for self esteem 
scales. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The area of self esteem has generated a great deal of research. 
The exploration of self esteem and its development has major implica-
tions for psychology and education. Any of the numerous definitions 
of self esteem would suffice as an initial frame of reference for ex-
ploring these implications. It is hoped that an examination of the 
research on the concept of self esteem will lead to the ability to 
formulate a clear and concise direction to pursue in effectively meas-
uring the concept of self esteem. A definition of self esteem cannot 
be seen as viable, if it is unmeasurable. The measurement of self 
esteem is seen as crucial in order to make the concept useful to psy-
chologists and educators. Without the ability to measure self esteem, 
it is difficult to foster its development, as one is unable to accu-
rately assess changes in self esteem which are temporary (situational) 
versus those of a more permanent (developmental) nature. One is un-
able to monitor changes in self esteem which would respond to inter-
vention or to remediation. As pointed out in Chapter I, the purpose 
of the present investigation is seen as two-fold. First, there is a 
need to examine the scope and direction of past research--in order to 
evaluate the attempts already made in measuring self esteem. Second, 
there is a need to demonstrate a technique useful in clarifying and 
unifying the numerous attempts made in measuring self esteem. Chap-
ter II presents a selective review of the following: 1) definitions 
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of self esteem, 2) theories of self esteem, 3) instruments used to 
measure self esteem, 4) methods used to analyze self esteem scores, 
and 5) issues related to concerns in self esteem research. 
Definitions of Self Esteem 
12 
Problems inherent in self concept theories are numerous. One 
major reviewer, Wylie (1974), states that few of the theories are able 
to produce empirical referents for their basic constructs. Along with 
the lack of empirical referents, there is a lack of any set of rules 
which enable the relating of constructs to each other. Wylie (1974) 
states that without this relation to one another, there is no ability 
to determine antecedents leading to these constructs nor is there any 
ability to determine consequences of manipulating the basic constructs. 
This state of ambiguity causes immense measuring difficulties. Many 
of the aspects of the self concept a researcher would like to measure 
are dependent on the individual to describe as part of himself. It 
is assumed that self is "real" to the degree that an individual has 
"insight 11 into himself. How does one define insight empirically? To 
those holding phenomenological perspectives the "self11 is considered 
to be 11 real 11 regardless of the individual's ability to evidence 11 in-
sight11 into his self. Perhaps it is sufficient to pull from self 
concept theories a differentiation between the self concept and the 
component part seen as self esteem. The core of an individual's per-
sonality pattern is often regarded as the self concept, whereas the 
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self esteem component is seen as comprised of traits influenced by the 
core (Hurlock, 1978). 
From an abundant selection of definitions, self esteem appears 
to be a rather illusive construct. The following material will clear-
ly demonstrate the lack of agreement among researchers attempting to 
define self esteem. Mussen (1969, page 489) defines self esteem as 
"a personal judgment of worthiness expressed in attitudes an individual 
holds toward himself. Subjective experience which the individual con-
veys to others by verbal reports and other overt expressive behavior." 
Hurlock (1978, page 372) views self esteem as the "composites of be-
liefs people have about themselves--physical, psychological, social, 
and emotional characteristics; their aspirations and achievements ... 
Both espouse the view that the two major components of a personality 
are the core, represented by the self concept, and the parts radiating 
outward, one of which is the feeling of self esteem. 
Erikson (1963) states that self esteem is a conviction of the 
individual that he is learning effective steps toward a tangible fu-
ture. This mastering of experiences is seen as ''ego synthesis .. and 
derives much of its meaning from the social reality surrounding the 
individual. This view of the self and of self esteem finds most of 
its support from interaction theorists. A major contribution is seen 
in the work of Cooley and his theory of the "looking glass self" or 
"internalized" other. Here the definition of the self is also depend-
ent on observing reactions and opinions of others toward the individ-
14 
ual. That one's definition and feeling toward one's "self" lies also 
in the definition and feeling of another toward that "self". Cooley 
states that the consequences of this process result in specifying the 
behavi ora 1 effects that this "concept of self" wi 11 have for future 
interactions with others. Cooley identified three principal elements: 
1) imagination of our appearance to another person, 2) the imagina-
tion of his judgment of that appearance, and 3) some sort of self 
feeling. 
Following from Cooley's writing, G. H. Mead postulated the 
theory of a "generalized other". The theory stressed that the develop-
ment of the self was a process by which a person becomes an object to 
himself. Mead also stressed that the self was a social phenomenon 
and, therefore, could be judged as a product of the interactions in 
which a person experienced himself as reflected in the behavior of 
others. A definite emphasis was that this was a conscious process. 
An essential part of the development and operation of the self was the 
use of language. Language was seen as providing the symbols necessary 
to establish and to define the self. 
Mead's "generalized other" was established through language 
and over the course of·experience and maturation took into account 
not only a specific other but groups of others. The "generalized 
other" could be of a real or inferred nature and corresponded to so-
cietal influence within the individual. This was seen as an overall 
self esteem evaluation and provided for a global sense of self across 
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situations. Mead felt that if the self were viewed as a set of re-
flexive attitudes, self esteem could be seen as the evaluative compo-
nent of these attitudes or the total sum of all evaluations that were 
received from others. Mead (1934) established a link with his per-
spective and behaviorism by accounting for self conscious behavior 
with the concept of the attitude one held toward one's self. An atti-
tude was seen as a predisposition to act in a given way with respect 
to a given object. This link implied a direction to pursue in at-
tempts to measure self esteem. 
Three processes were identified as contributors to the develop-
ment of the self. They consisted of: l) labeling dominant behavior 
patterns, 2) reflected appraisals, and 3) social comparison. Signi-
ficance attached to these processes involved the ability to predict 
human behavior. It is implied that based on feelings of self esteem, 
individuals may be predisposed to feel certain ways about others and 
to respond favorably or unfavorably to their actions toward themselves. 
Rogers (1959) noted this phenomenon, that those who felt least capable 
of reaching their goals found it hardest to accept people around them. 
He also wrote that the more positive an appraisal from another, the 
greater our attraction for the other. Thomas and Burdick (1954) and 
Lesser and Abelson (1959) suggest that self esteem is related to one's 
ability to exert influence and one's tendency to accept influence. 
Low esteem individuals were seen as more easily influenced by others, 
whereas high esteem individuals were seen as more powerful in social 
relations with greater ability to exert influence on others. Two 
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forms of self esteem are often isolated in the literature: 1) defen-
sive--which causes the denial and suppression of threatening experi-
ences, and 2) genuine--which stresses realistic self appraisal and 
the ability to accept faults. This individual demonstrates less con-
cern to avoid failure as it is not particularly threatening and, thus, 
this individual is more likely to improve areas of failure. 
Reviewing briefly these definitions of self esteem, one is 
aware of the construct's lack of an empirical definition. The defini-
tions also indicate a great deal of material is seen as relevant to 
describing self esteem. Much of the construct's qualities appear to 
be nebulous, and create an abstraction researchers attempt to investi-
gate. This creates two difficulties for the researcher, that of choos-
ing a definition (or adding one's own), and then making that defini-
tion operational for the study. The researcher, faced with these dif-
ficulties, will find results that may be inconsistent with other 
studies. These inconsistencies obviously affect the generalizability 
of the studies. Self esteem research shows evidence of this lack of 
precise operationalism, as well as evidence as to the tremendous ef-
fect this lack of definition creates for interpreting and using the 
results of self esteem research. 
Theories of Self Esteem and Self Concept 
With sufficient background in the structure of the self con-
cept and the role of the component part self esteen, one can examine 
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actual theories centering on self esteem. The theories included in 
this section appear to be attempts to deal with the same concept. The 
theories are self esteem theories and/or self concept theories in name, 
yet all are concerned with the inherent nature of self esteem. 
Percival Symonds (1951) sought to distinguish between the ego 
and the self in his writings. The ego was seen as the self as an 
object which could be described by an outsider. It is considered to 
be the objective self observed and described by behaviorists. The 
self was defined as the subjective self perceived and valued by the 
individual, the phenomenal self. The structure of the ego involves: 
l) perceiving (the ego as knower), 2) thinking (the ego as thinker), 
and 3) acting (the ego as doer or executive). The ego in Symond's 
writings is seen as developing from both experience and learning. Due 
to its experiential nature, the ego was seen as changeable and possess-
ing an indefinite capacity for development. The pattern of the ego 
as it develops becomes fixed after a time and this is referred to as 
character. Four distinct functions were attributed to the ego: 1) re-
ality testing--which develops the individual's capacity for discrimina-
tion, 2) synthetic function--an ability to harmonize the different 
elements of the personality and help it to operate smoothly, 3) inhib-
itory function--the capacity to postpone action in favor of delibera-
tion, and 4) building memories--a story of memories used as a basis. 
for judgment and decision in regard to future situations. 
It was stated that an ego forced to function too early, before 
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its capacities are sufficiently developed, may encourage the rise of 
insecurity and anxiety. The concept of confidence was also designated 
as an important factor in the development of the ego, as well as a 
factor in developing the capacity to respond to reality. Integration 
was seen as dependent on continuities in surroundings and as a func-
tion of growing intelligence and the ability to conceptualize. Symonds 
then reviews the work of Syngg and Combs, Higard, and others in regard 
to self as conceived and self as perceived. Discussion of self to be 
realized is also presented. Finally, there is a distinction drawn be-
tween self awareness and self feelings. Self esteem was described as 
a function of being loved and/or gaining respect of others. The inte-
grative functions of the ego were seen as largely responsible for de-
termining the integrative character of the self. Areas of the self 
one dislikes are not admitted as real, as they are liable to be threat-
ening. Symonds lists the views of Syngg, Combs, and Rogers as defin-
ing the self as adequate to the degree it is capable of accepting and 
integrating all aspects of reality. These writers also believe that 
the self is threatened when concepts of the self become inconsistent. 
The use of defense mechanisms was shown as one method of defending 
against forces which could destroy self esteem. Changes in the self 
are seen as occurring as a result of experience. A change in one's 
attitude toward himself is usually correlated with a change in one's 
attitude toward others. Symonds concludes these writings with a dis-
cussion of the role of the ego in pathological states. A concentration 
on creating identification with the therapist is stressed in helping 
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to achieve changes in poorly functioning individuals. In terms of de-
velopment of healthy self concepts, it was advocated that the main 
task is one of education needed by the individuals, who should be en-
couraged to develop a realistic conception and attitude toward them-
selves. 
Prescott Lecky (1945, 1961) stressed the values of the indi-
vidual as organized into a single system and wrote the nucleus of the 
system was the individual •s conception of himself. All of the values 
within the system were felt to be consistent with one another and all 
behavior could be interpreted as the individual's need to achieve 
unity among these values. Lecky saw the crucial problem of personali-
ty theories to be their theoretical basis. He felt the real signifi-
cance of a system emerged when a problem confronted the system. Ac-
cording to Lecky's theory of self consistency, individuals seek experi-
ences which usually support their values and avoid ones which are in-
consistent with the values. These values are then seen as standards 
which the person maintains because he has accepted them as part of his 
personality. The motivation in this system was seen as the organiza-
tion of these values rather than any independent forces from the out-
side. Lecky felt affective behavior was instinctive and served the 
purpose of mobilizing resources in the service of basic needs of the 
organism--this was seen as a fundamental drive for unity, self pres~r­
vation, and reproduction. 
Lecky also considered the aspects of testing and its interpre-
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tation. He felt the whole theory of testing was based on the assump-
tion that judgments made on a small sample of behavior (the test) were 
valid. When compared to judgments made by competent observers based 
on a larger sample of behavior, Lecky felt the results would substanti-
ally differ. Lecky wrote that validity existed only as a unified body 
of opinion and yet could be sustained by mathematical artifact. Ob-
viously, this type of validity could be interpreted in many ways. He 
felt any criterion would yield validation because it is based on a 
standard which is identical with the test itself. Reliability of a 
test is determined by the internal criteria relating to its self con-
sistency. Because personality inventories use many measures of symp-
toms from different authorities there are inconsistent criteria. Lecky 
also wrote that the definition of abnormality is a social attitude or 
an emotional evaluation and was not a scientific determination. Lecky 
felt the goal of psychology was the progressive development of a con-
ceptual picture of personality itself. Personality was seen as an at-
tempt to deal in an organized way with all the activities produced by 
a single organism. 
Another theory seeking to describe self esteem is that of 
James Diggory (1966) and his theory stresses self evaluation. Self 
esteem is seen as a product of the process of self evaluation and was 
seen in terms of the individual's level of aspiration and the individ-
ual's estimated probability of success. It is also stated that self 
esteem is not observable but is inferred from observations. Diggory 
reviews much of the phenomenal literature and stresses a reflexive 
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relation as basic to a definition of the self. Diggory writes that 
self knowledge arises from the same sources as does our knowledge of 
other things. He places emphasis on situations in which one is in-
volved in some kind of striving to achieve goals. It was felt that 
the number of goals to which an object was important caused it to 
have greater value and for this value to be maintained. In terms of 
self evaluation it was felt that which was private was unreachable by 
science and one must determine the act of evaluation and what is spe-
cifically valued. Diggory saw things as valued in terms of their 
function to the individual•s purposes. Diggory saw the individual as 
valuing himself because of the part the individual plays in reaching 
his goals. Therefore, self evaluation involves primarily valuing our 
abilities of which our achievements and accomplishments serve as con-
firmation. Thus, an individual •s happiness may be dependent on his 
self esteem, due to the fact that one whose esteem is high will con-
ceive a high probability is attached to his ability to achieve the 
next goal he chooses. 
Another theory concerned with self esteem is presented by 
Stanley Coopersmith in his book entitled, The Antecedents of Self 
Esteem. The main emphasis here is the early development of self 
esteem. Coopersmith saw self esteem as part of the self concept. 
Coopersmith defined self esteem as the evaluative attitudes one holds 
toward oneself. Two expressions were designated as components of 
these attitudes:. 1) subjective expression--which was the self descrip-
tion given by an individual, and 2) behavioral expression--which was 
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the behavioral manifestations available to an outside observer about 
the individual. Coopersmith felt that measurement of both of these 
aspects allowed a determination of whether the subject's subjective 
expression was related to his behavioral experession. It was hoped 
that the two elements could be separated and this would aid in examin-
ing the problems of defensiveness and response sets as they related 
to the collection of information on the individual. 
Coopersmith saw the importance of self esteem in its signifi-
cant association with one's personal satisfaction and one's affective 
functioning throughout life. In Coopersmith's view there was a need 
to indicate the specific behavior on which self esteem had an impact 
and/or to determine in what way it was a contributing determinant of 
one's personality. Self esteem was designated as an evaluation which 
an individual makes and maintains with regard to himself. It expresses 
an attitude of approval or disapproval and indicates the extent to 
which an individual believes himself capable, significant, successful, 
and worthy. Coopersmith's study deals with esteem in relation to 
school achievement and family experience. 
Coopersmith saw the attitudes of self esteem as both conscious 
and unconscious ones. These attitudes were seen as expressed in one's 
voice, posture, gestures, and one's performance. Coopersmith also 
held the view that these attitudes carried motivational components for 
the individual when decisions were to be made. Behavior of a confident 
nature reflected prior successes, whereas hesitant behavior most prob-
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ably reflected failure. Coopersmith felt that behavior could be cor-
related with the unconscious attitudes one held toward one's self. 
Basically, the study selected and used children ages 8 to 10; 
instruments included the Thematic Apperception Test, Self Esteem In-
ventory, Teacher ratings and a Parental Interview form. The study 
found five groups differing on the self esteem inventory: 1) high, 
high (socially and academically successful), 2) high, low (defensive; 
low ratings from teachers and peers), 3) medium, medium (average 
typical--moderate of ability and achievement), 4) low, high (extremely 
low in self evaluation in face of marked academic and social success), 
and 5) low, low (socially and academically unsuccessful children). 
Within the general findings, one sees that persons high in self esteem 
are happier and more effective in meeting demands of reality, whereas 
those low in self esteem withdraw from others and have consistent 
feelings of distress. 
Coopersmith saw the self as relatively resistant to changes 
and a complex concept. Although the self was comprised of diverse ex-
periences and seen as multidimensional, Coopersmith concerned himself 
specifically with the evaluative attitude of the individual toward 
himself as an object. These self attitudes were seen as affecting an 
individual's expectancies as to what would occur to him in view of 
new situations. This estimate of success or failure would be a reflec-
tion of an individual's ability to feel he can deal with new situa-
tions. With self esteem designated as an attitude, the individual was 
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seen as having a predetermined response to stimuli--regardless of its 
applicability in the particular situation. 
Coopersmith felt that due to the abstract quality of the self 
one could not directly observe it and, therefore, it must be approached 
by determining the aspects of the concept and validating these against 
other behaviors. Inferences of the individual's self attitudes need 
to be made on the basis of verbal reports and observations of behavior. 
The object of consideration--the self--differs for each individual. 
Coopersmith isolated three difficulties in studying self esteem: 
1) distinctions between quality as well as quantity of self esteem, 
2) the value terms applied to low and high self esteem, and 3) the 
theoretical structure used in discussing self esteem. Difficulties as 
to the concept of defensiveness create major inconsistencies when try-
ing to integrate various writers on self esteem. Coopersmith felt 
there was no single theory one could embrace without acceping many 
vague and unrelated assumptions before one reached a testable theory. 
With this in mind, one sees that Coopersmith's (or any theorist's) se-
lection of variables to relate to self esteem and any interpretations 
drawn from the investigations are directly related to the framework 
surrounding the concepts. Coopersmith then summarizes the works of 
James, Mead, Adler, Horney, Sullivan, Fromm, Rogers, and Rosenberg as 
influential in creating his own frame of reference. 
Coopersmith designates four major factors as contributing to 
the development of self esteem: 1) amount of respectful, accepting 
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and concerned treatment an individual receives from significant others 
in his life, 2) history of successes and the status and position we 
hold in the world, 3) experiences are interpreted and modified in 
accord with the individual's values and aspirations, and 4) individu-
al's manner of responding to evaluation. He also states the ability 
to maintain self esteem in the face of negative appraisals is accom-
plished by controls and defenses. These defenses are seen as learned 
behaviors. Coopersmith saw self esteem as significantly related to 
the individual's basic style of adapting to environmental demands. 
Popularity was seen as an overt expression of confidence and the self 
perceptions associated with the friendship were likely to be linked to 
the individual's subjective perception of self esteem. 
Both Coopersmith and Rosenberg indicate there is no clear re-
lation between social class and positive and negative attitudes toward 
the self. It was explained that success was interpreted differently 
by different social groups. Success had often been equated with ma-
terial benefits. Analysis of religious affiliation and self esteem 
also failed to reveal significant differences. Parental characteris-
tics were related to self esteem, with high esteem families having a 
greater role for the mother. There was more definiteness and agree-
ment within families of high esteem. 
Coopersmith felt that the child's personal characteristics con-
tributed to the way the child was treated within the family. He 
designated six categories of personal characteristics related to self 
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esteem: 1) physical attributes, 2) general capacities, 3) ability 
and performance, 4) affective states, 5) problems and pathology, and 
6) personal values. Body size in males was significant for self 
esteem, whereas height was not related. Coopersmith wrote that ef-
fectiveness, ability and school performance were related to self 
esteem and did not appear to be independent of one another. Accept-
ance was a necessary determinant of a child's self esteem. Children 
with high esteem were also seen as having less permissive parents--this 
allowing inner controls to develop and thus the ability to achieve 
greater confidence in one's definition of a situation. 
Summarizing his study, Coopersmith felt three conditions held 
as antecedents of self esteem: 1) total or near total acceptance of 
the children by their parents, 2) clearly defined and enforced limits, 
and 3) respect and latitude for individual action existing within 
these defined limits. These conditions provide the child with a basis 
for evaluating his present performance. It is also able to define the 
expectations of others and designates what is likely to evoke positive 
action. Coopersmith also points out that there are no parental pat-
terns of behavior common to all parents of children with high esteem. 
The combination of a high esteem model and an enhancing pattern of 
treatment should provide the highest and most stable levels of posi-
tive self evaluation. The results reveal only a limited utility of 
general public standards for understanding and predicting an individu-
al's self appraisal and yet emphasize the importance of the person's 
immediate effective interpersonal environment in making their self 
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appraisal. Finally, Coopersmith suggests possible applications of the 
study include: 1) parent education regarding these findings, 3) exam-
ine class practices to determine how destructive conditions can be re-
duced, 3) specific advice to particular parents, 4) determining bas-
ic premises an individual employs in judging his worth as this may be 
crucial in determining difficulties, 5) conditions for gaining posi-
tive self attitudes are considerably more structured than were previ-
ously thought, and 6) modeling one's behavior after an effective, 
assured individual may be beneficial. 
Another self esteem theory was put forth by Robert Ziller, et 
al. (1968). Self esteem was seen as a "self social construct" in 
terms of field theory in personality. Field theory embracing the af-
fective network surrounding the individual and stressing that self 
evaluation stems from a social framework. Throughout much of his 
writings, Ziller never defines self esteem which in terms used in his 
writings leads to effective social functioning. Ziller felt measured 
self esteem was often confounded with verbal skills and this directed 
his development of a pictorial measure of young children's esteem. 
Ziller felt self esteem and social acceptance were interdependent. He 
also felt that measurement was dependent on the method of communicat-
ing between the subject and the scientist. Because of the social ori-
entation of the theory, the instrument was designed to measure the 
evaluation of the self in relation to significant others. The measure 
of social self esteem (SSE) presented a subject with an array of 
circles and a list of significant others and the self. The subject 
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assigns each person to a circle and the score is a weighted position 
of the self in a left/right order. Of the criticisms leveled against 
Ziller's theory and measurement technique is that it fails to distin-
guish between the level and the source of self esteem in self-other 
relationships. Biases such as sex typing and cultural emphases are 
also leveled against Ziller's interpretations. The most serious prob-
lem seen by many critics of Ziller's theory and technique has been the 
insistence that self acceptance and social acceptance are to be seen 
as strongly linked. This aspect seems to move Ziller's theory away 
from the others which stress a unique perspective emanating from the 
individual from which he interprets and attaches meaning to his be-
haviors. 
Another approach is presented in the theory of William Fitts 
(1965). Fitts sought to explore the relationship of one's self con-
cept and the concept of rehabilitation. Here the focus is also on 
the self concept as an individual's unique frame of reference. It is 
believed that understanding an individual's reference point will allow 
better planning by those who wish to assist the individual with re-
habilitation or with self actualization. Fitts wrote that both self 
theory and phenomenological theories hold that the self is a result of 
an individual's unique experiences (both internal and external), that 
to fully understand a person one must be able to comprehend his inter-
nal frame of reference. Fitts felt that use of this internal ·frame 
of reference held by another would change the perceptions and actions 
of others toward that individual. The opinion of another would change 
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when you obtained information about their frame of reference and thus 
gained some information for interpreting their actions. 
Fitts also wrote that the self concept was a valid predictor 
of many aspects of behavior and was correlated with many variables. 
Fitts designated several studies: 1) McKee (1970)--that an increase 
in verbal communication generated increased feelings of adequacy in 
the individual, perhaps because they felt they were better understood, 
2) Harris (1968) and DeBartolo (1969)--negative self concept was close-
ly related to anxiety, 3) Miller (1970)--identification with impor-
tant others is desirable and perhaps essential to the development of 
good self concept, 4) Lucas (1972)--that self concept is an important 
determiner of how one handles life stresses, 5) Rothfarb (1970)--phys-
ical health and fitness might be a critical influence on the self 
concept, 6) Deutsch and Solomon (1969)--subjects with positive self 
evaluations responded favorably to any kind of feedback from others 
while subjects with negative self evaluations responded negatively. 
The basis tenet of self theory shown here is the idea that self per-
ceptions influence one•s perceptions of others; if one likes and 
values himself, he assumes others will also. Fitts (1954) established 
a strong relationship between self concept and the nature of social· 
perceptions. He found people of high esteem saw people similar to 
themselves, whereas people of low self esteem saw people as differen-
from themselves. Fitts (1971) wrote that self perception may be · 
secondary to the emotional tone or esteem value of the perception, 
that self esteem and self concept are closely tied due to the motiva-
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tional significance of valuations a person places on objects. Fitts 
saw three principal senses of self esteem: 1) self love, 2) self ac-
ceptance, and 3) sense of competence. He also felt underlying pro-
cesses of evaluation of the self and affection for the self were tied 
to developing a good sense of one's self. Finally, Fitts saw self 
esteem as a more or less phenomenal process in which the person per-
ceived characteristics of himself and reacted to them emotionally or 
behaviorally. 
Morris Rosenberg (1979) presents a sociological emphasis in 
his theory which concentrates on the development of a positive self 
image in adolescence. Rosenberg saw self esteem as a unidimensional 
concept. Rosenberg differentiated between self esteem which he per-
ceived as a more global and encompassing entity. The theory depicted 
self esteem and self consistency as motives used by the individual to 
respond to the experience of life in such a manner as to be protective 
of his self concept. The self concept was not considered to be the 
real self but rather the picture of the self. Rosenberg designated 
three regions to be part of an individual's self concept: 1) extant 
self (how the individual sees himself), 2) desired self (how the 
individual sees himself as he would like to be), and 3) presenting 
self (how the individual shows himself to others). 
Within the self concept, Rosenberg identifies: 1) social 
identity elements, 2) dispositions, 3) physical characteristics as 
components of the self concept. The evaluative attitude of self 
esteem can be applied to any of these areas. Rosenberg explains these 
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components are of unequal centrality to the individual's concerns and 
are organized in a hierarchical fashion; however, the evaluation of 
any aspect is dependent on the individual's organization of these com-
ponents and the importance attached to them. Although Rosenberg sees 
the self as reflexive, both subject and object, the self is·a product 
of some uncommunicable information. An emphasis is placed on viewing 
the self from the individual's unique point of view. This emphasis 
appears in the writings of Snygg and Combs. Sherif and Cantril have 
written about ego involvements which appear to take on this hierarchi-
cal organization of self parts and stress the differentiated emphasis 
which can be placed on these components. Fitch (1970) related Rosen-
berg's idea of self consistency to motives which allow people to per-
ceive events in a way which enhances or is consistent with their self 
esteem. It is also suggested that people maintain their self consist-
ently in the face of potentially challenging evidence. Changes to the 
self depend largely on how critical the aspect is to the individual's 
system of self values. Rosenberg considers the previous discussion of 
reflected appraisals and choice of significant others as highly appli-
cable. 
Rosenberg's theory goes on to examine effects of dissonant cul-
tural contexts (individual as a minority in differing dominant cul-
ture), the association between social class and self esteem, and the 
effect of other's view of the individual. Rosenberg feels the data 
offer little support for the assumption that minority group members 
agree with society's negative attitudes toward their group. Rosenberg 
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postulated the minority child may not value the opinions of the domi-
nant culture or he may be capable of separating his group•s evaluation 
from his personal feelings about himself. This again would be tied to 
the literature on reflected appraisals and the designation of signi-
ficant others. 
Rosenberg brought forth two perspectives on the development of 
self concept. One saw the development of the self concept as formed 
in the early years and any subsequent development was simply an exten-
sion of the structures already laid down. The other perspective saw 
the self concept as a product of later development with some degree of 
stability, yet not a fixed entity, but one capable of changes through-
out one•s life span. The two perspectives appear to be in conflict. 
Taking the viewpoint that much of the literature on the self prolifer-
ates in education and in therapy, it is easy to see the impact the 
differing perspectives have for fostering the concepts of intervention 
and remediation. 
Rosenberg wrote of a crucial difference in the self concept of 
younger children when compared to older children. This difference is 
termed as aspects of an overt revealed self and a covert concealed 
self. It would appear that there are exterior as well as interior 
components to the self concept. Younger children were seen as most 
likely to describe themselves in behavioral, moral, and specific terms. 
They were also likely to focus on abilities and achievements. Older 
children were much more likely to describe themselves with the lan-
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guage of interpersonal traits. Rosenberg saw seven components in the 
self: 1) physical characteristics, 2) social structure, 3) social 
actor, 4) self characterized by certain abilities, 5) certain inter-
ests and attitudes, 6) personality traits, and 7) inner thoughts, 
feelings, and attitudes. Rosenberg suggested the younger child's 
ability to be introspective may account for some of the differences in 
how he views himself. The implication for measuring techniques is ob-
vious in creating uncertainty in terms of the continuum on which self 
esteem items are placed for the child to judge. Is the continuum re-
flective of the child's frame of reference or is the child utilizing 
the one the researcher had in mind when he created his scale? 
Rosenberg felt the self concept included the dimensions of 
stability, clarity, consistency, certitude, salience, self confidence, 
direction, and intensity. Although self esteem may be seen as uni-
dimensional, these components needed some type of measurement to 
enable a full description and ordering of the concept and its parts. 
He felt direction and intensity received the most attention yet of-
fered little in how to effect the accurate measurement of the concept. 
The Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale will be discussed later in this paper. 
Note that Rosenberg is considered one who is primarily concerned with 
self esteem, yet his theory deals heavily with the self concept. As 
is evident in much of the literature reviewed a clear distinction be-
tween self concept and self esteem is not made. Wylie (1974) states 
that one is at a loss to clearly distinguish between the differing as-
pects measured (or purportedly measured) by the various researchers. 
34 
All of the theories presented here are considered major influ-
ences to one's attempt to review relevant literature on self esteem. 
The literature spans a number of years as well as presenting many per-
spectives on self esteem. The importance of self esteem is acknowl-
edged clearly in each theory and yet the components are not always 
seen as identical. Emerging from the theories also are components 
similar in name only. The emphasis each author places on his terms 
appears strongly linked to the purpose of his study. Theorists 
stressing antecedent variables for healthy self esteem do not investi-
gate areas of a theorist wanting to alter existing self esteem levels. 
It also is evident that a distinction between self esteem and self 
concept is also not one empirically operationalized. This results in 
too much of the construct remaining abstract and too encompassing to 
delineate its parts from its whole. The literature then is also a 
source of inconsistencies for self esteem research. Some methods of 
tying the theories and the scales they produce must be sought to use 
and interpret results of these studies. 
Quantitative Techniques 
Aside from the vast theoretical problems of research on self 
esteem, there are vast methodological problems in research on self 
esteem. One difficulty lies in developing instruments to index the 
phenomenal and/or the nonphenomenal approach to self esteem. Consider-
ing the many conflicting theoretical concepts and the belief that the 
subject is at the best vantage point for the information sought, one 
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quickly realizes that no external criteria exist and thus it's diffi-
cult (if not impossible) to establish empirical results. Studies ap-
pear to rely on correlational designs and cannot be interpreted as 
establishing cause and effect. Many of the interpretations of data 
place a heavy emphasis on information which is inferred from the re-
sponse. This information may be biased by what the subject is willing 
to say about himself as well as how clearly he understands the task 
given to him. 
Many measures of self esteem depend on self reports; both 
Cattell (1946) as well as Combs and Soper (1957) developed lists of 
similar causes of distortion in self reports. Briefly they encom-
passed: 1) the clarity and depth of the subject's self knowledge, 
2) adequacy of expression and accuracy of the true measurement con-
tinuum, 3) subject's cooperation as well as some determination of the 
subject's carelessness or ulterior motivation, 4) the effect of 
social desirability and acquiescence, and 5) the subject's ability 
to understand fine discriminations inherent in some of the questions. 
Rosenberg (1969) also addressed the idea that subjects were motivated 
to present themselves as having favorable traits. Another issue af-
fects self report measures and is reflected in consistent styles of 
subjects responding to the measuring instruments. The tendency of 
subjects to agree with all the statements which are positive creates 
spurious reliability measures, and when examined the negative item 
is not always opposite of the positive one. One would also expect all 
the self concept scales to intercorrelate highly and yet Wylie (1974} 
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reports that a 93 cross instrument correlation she examined produced 
only 7 as high as .80. This would obviously indicate limited construct 
validity for many of the self concept scales. Wylie (1974) reports 
the effect of social desirability on the subject can be interpreted 
in two ways. First, the subject may be trying to present himself as 
one possessing these socially desirable traits. The other interpreta-
tion may be that the subject does view himself as having these quali-
ties (regardless of actual fact) and they may have motivational sig-
nificance for the individual. Some theorists feel social desirability 
is a confounding factor in self esteem research, whereas others feel 
it may be part of one's attitude toward one's self. Wylie (1961, 
1968) writes that most of these types of studies contain little infor-
mation about contextual effects on the measures and hence the results 
were not as interpretable as initially thought. Wylie goes on to 
point out that the reliance on a total score clouds the relevance of 
the individual responses and may cause one to overlook some aspects 
of self perception. One must also give some consideration as to 
whether the items are of equal importance or not. Rating scales are 
seen as seriously affected by acquiescence and social desirability. A 
checklist instrument simply requires that the subject check off the 
appropriate adjectives or statements. Many of the difficulties with 
rating scales are applicable here also. Another technique used to 
measure self esteem is the Q-sort which was developed by Stephenson. 
The subject sorts adjectives or statements in a hierarchical manner; 
this allows one to obtain the subject's self perception as well as the 
value attached to the characteristics the subject selects as appli-
cable to himself. It is felt that items for a Q-sort can be made up 
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in several ways and allow some flexibility in meeting theory considera-
tions. Q-sorts are flexible enough to approximate a normal distribu-
tion by simple directions to the subjects. Wylie reports that many 
Q-sort sets were used only once--for 20 of 22 studies there was no 
validity information and for 16 of the studies there was no reliabili-
ty information. Another measurement technique would be measures de-
pendent on unstructured or free responses. Although this removes the 
forced choice of descriptors for the subject as he seeks to describe 
himself, the scoring rests on the judgment of the scorer. The use of 
projective techniques falls under the criticism of subjective interpre-
tation and it is also suggested there are differences in how one evalu-
ates himself consciously as compared to unconsciously. A final tech-
nique is the use of interviews which could obviously suffer from sub-
jectivity. 
The assessment of self esteem by observation can also suffer 
in it being difficult to remain objective. Behavior is also subject 
to the perceptual abilities of the observer. Characteristics cannot 
always be inferred as responsible for producing the behavior. If the 
observers are well trained, it is suggested that the measure of self 
esteem can be considered more valid than self reports of the subjects 
themselves. Wylie summarizes the major criticisms of self concept and. 
self esteem research (1961): 1) the general picture is one of inade-
quate design and tests without reported reliability and/or validity, 
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2) a major weakness of self reports is the requirement that the sub-
jects report truthfully, 3) the major techniques used have their own 
problems, 4) reliability where reported is consistently above .70, 
yet tests do not correlate that highly when examined together, 
5) tests based on self discrepancy index are regarded statistically 
questionable and redundant, 6) social desirability and acquiescence 
are sources of error, and 7) concurrent validity of self concept 
measures where reported are not fully satisfactory when compared to 
other measures attempting to discern the same information. 
The attempts at quantifying measures of self esteem evidence 
numerous difficulties. These difficulties in connection with defini-
tion and theory problems again emphasize a need to unify self esteem 
research. The need for unity in methodology stems from the applica-
tion of quantitative techniques which may not characterize the data. 
Another criticism is techniques which are utilized in post hoc situa-
tions and usually subject to confounding with one•s theoretical ori-
entation. The numerous techniques and the justified criticisms under-
score the problems of self esteem research. When the quantitative 
problems are linked to the theoretical problems, one is clearly aware 
of the area•s abstract quality. The abstract quality does not lend 
itself to scientific methodology and empirical results are seldom 
obtained. 
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IYPes of Scales 
Due to the large number of instruments one would be unable to 
describe them all. Those instruments most often used and those which 
generated a great deal of study are briefly described below. The 
first section will examine those scales chosen for use in the present 
investigation. Those instruments were: 1) The Coopersmith Self 
Esteem Inventory, 2) The Lipsett Self Concept Scale, 3) The Piers-
Harris How I See Myself Scale, and 4) The Tennessee Self Concept 
Scale. The second section consists of scales reviewed due to their 
use throughout the literature and the possibility that these scales 
should also be examined in the future with reference to the circumplex. 
The Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory 
The Coopersmith (1967) Self Esteem Inventory consists of 58 
items and is suitable for the age range of 10 to 16. Reliability over 
a 5-week period with 10-year-olds was reported at .88; with a 3-year 
interval, a study reported .70. A shorter version of 25 items is said 
to correlate .86 with the full scale. The full scale is said to con-
sist of four subscales: 1) social, 2) peers, 3) parents, and 
4) academic. The items were judged as appropriate by experts and de-
rived from the Butler-Haigh Q-sort (1954). Edgar (1974) with 816 (12 
to 14 year old) children found the four subscales to be internally 
consistent with alpha coefficients ranging from .58 to .89. The total 
alpha coefficient was reported as .87. Factor analysis reveals a 
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dominant factor of 1 and thus is suggestive of a global self esteem 
measure. Test-retest reliabilities of full scale and subscales appear 
high but were reported in mean score terms which may affect any inter-
pretations. 
The Lipsett Self Concept Scale 
The Lipsett (1958) Self Concept Scale consists of 22 adjec-
tives prefaced by ''I am''. The response format for the adjectives was 
a scale of 1 to 5 points. The scale uses a discrepancy index of real 
to ideal self as a measure of adjustment for the individual. Test-
retest reliability for the scale over a two week period was reported 
as ranging from .73 to .91. A convergent validity coefficient of .68 
is reported with the Piers-Harris Scale. The age range for the Lip-
sett Scale is reported as 9 to 16 years of age. 
The Piers-Harris How I See Myself Scale 
The Piers-Harris (1964) Scale was developed from a pool of 
Jersild's (1952) collection of statements made by children about 
themselves. The scale consists of 80 declarative statements which the 
subject responds to with yes or no. The scale covers: 1) physical 
appearance, 2) social behavior, 3) academic status, 4) depreciation, 
5) dissatisfaction with self, and 6} contentment with self. The 
items are reported to be equally divided into positive/negative state-
ments. A high score indicates a high self concept. Test-retest re-
41 
liability fora 2 month and a 4 month period was reported at .77. In-
ternal consistency values range from .78 to .93. It is said to cor-
relate in the range of .32 to .36 with the Coopersmith and has a sub-
stantial inverse relation with anxiety scales reported to be -.69 
(Wylie, 1974). The Piers-Harris correlated .68 with the Lipsett Scale. 
Factor analysis reveals six interpretable factors: l) happiness and 
satisfaction, 2) social behavior, 3) anxiety, 4) popularity, 
5) academic competence, and 6) physical appearance. The results ap-
pear to indicate no general factor. Wynn, Mark, and Taylor {1977) 
suggest that this is not the case. 
The Tennessee Self Concept Scale 
The Tennessee Self Concept Scale is applicable with 12 year 
olds and older. The scale consists of 100 self descriptive items, 
half of them phrased negatively, which are rated on a 5 point scale 
by the subject. The scale consists of a total scale of 90 items and 
a lie scale of 10 items. The 10 items from the lie scale were taken 
from the L scale of the MMPI. The 90 items are presented in 12 sub-
scales and the scale can be scored in two ways: l) clinical and 
2) research. The subscale scores are said to provide measures of: 
1) identity, 2) self satisfaction, 3) behavior, 4} physical self, 
5) moral-ethical self, 6) personal self, 7) family self, and 
8) social self. Two scoring systems provide a more appropriate analy-
sis of the information when considering it for clinical or research 
purposes. Variability scores are a measure of consistency of self 
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perception across the various areas and high scores reflect high vari-
ability and suggest little integration. A distribution score is used 
to determine the way the subject has distributed his responses across 
the 5 point scale. Low scores are considered to be indicative of de-
fensiveness by indicating the subject has chosen the middle category. 
Test-retest reliability over a two week period is reported to be .75 
with the self criticism scale obtaining .92. The total positive sub-
scale reported reliability in the range of .80 to .90. It is said 
that the validity measures are obtained by determining the discrimina-
tion between groups representing normal and psychiatric populations. 
Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale 
Another scale is the Rosenberg (1965) Self Esteem Scale used 
with adolescents. This scale is an attempt to create a unidimensional 
index of global self esteem based on a Guttman model. The reproduci-
bility index reports a coefficient of .93 and the item scalability is 
reported as .73. Sibler and Tippett (1965) obtained a test-retest 
reliability of .85 after a week interval. The scale consists of 10 
statements--5 positive and 5 negative. The statements are judged on 
a 4 point scale with high scores reflecting low self esteem. Hensley 
and Roberts (1976) in a factorial analysis, identify 2 factors in the 
scale. One appears to load on positive self appraisal items, whereas 
the other factor loaded on the negative items. It was suggested that 
the scale might not be unidimensional. This scale is highly recom-
mended due to the acceptable reliability coefficient and the amount of 
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construct validity derived from many theoretical relationships studied 
by Rosenberg (1965). 
combs and Soper Self Concept Scale 
The scale put forth by Combs and Soper (1963) is designed to 
assess healthy self esteem in young children. The scale evaluates 
self perception as well as the perception of the significant others 
in the subject's environment. The scale consists of 39 items which 
are rated on a 5 point scale and yields an indication of the subject's 
self esteem. The scale when factor analyzed had only 6 of the 39 
items showing communalities below .70. This was seen as indicative 
of a high level of reliability. The strongest factor included 37 of 
the 39 items and accounted for 67% of the total variance. The next 
strongest factor accounted for 9% of the variance. Another scale de-
veloped by the same theorists for adolescents has 18 pairs of posi-
tive/negative statements about the self which are checked off on a 
5 point scale. The scale items are randomized so positive/negative 
statements do not always run in the same direction. No reliability 
is reported for this scale. The validity was assessed in terms of 
concurrent validity against the criterion of inferred self concept 
(by teachers), was not considered to be statistically significant. 
The Bledsoe Self Concept Scale 
The Bledsoe (1964,1967) scale is applicable with 7 to 16 year 
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olds. The scale consists of 30 trait descriptive adjectives and uti-
lizes a 3 point rating scale. The scale was drawn from evaluation, 
potency, and activity dimensions of the semantic differential. The 
scale is considered to be a modification of Lipsett's adaptation of 
Bill •s Index of Adjustment and Values. Test-retest reliability over 
a two week period ranged from .66 to .81. Correlation with anxiety 
scales ranged from -.30 to -.46. Correlations with the California 
Test of Personality Self Adjustment Scale was reported as .39 and a 
correlation of .38 was reported with the California Test of Personali-
ty Total Score. Bledsoe reports that factor analyses show the scale 
to be homogeneous with a single factor. This is not confirmatory of 
Bledsoe's assumption that the adjectives reflect three dimensions. 
Reports of sex bias are said to indicate the scale seems to index sex 
role description rather than self esteem. It would also be improbable 
to insist on the existence of a single factor if the dimensions func-
tion differentially for the two sexes. 
The Canadian Self Esteem Scale 
The Canadian Self Esteem Scale created by Battle (1976,1977) 
consists of 60 items. Ten of the items are seen as measuring defen-
siveness. The remaining 50 items are seen to measure perception in 
four areas: 1) self, 2} peers, 3) parents, and 4) school. The 
items were chosen from Gough and Heilbron (1965) Adjective Checklist 
and the Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory (1967). Test-retest relia-
bility after a two day interval ranged from .72 to .93 for boys and 
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.74 to .90 for girls. The total sample reliability was reported as 
ranging from .81 to .89. The scale reports no validity information or 
evidence. 
The Self Observation Scale 
The Self Observation Scale developed by A. Jackson Stenner 
and William G. Katzenmeyer (1979) has four levels: 1) Primary (K to 
3; 50 items), 2) Intermediate (4 to 6th; 60 items), 3) Junior high 
(7 to 9th; 72 items), and 4) Senior high (10 to 12th; 72 items). 
Each level yields scores on the following scales: 1) self acceptance, 
2) self security, 3) social maturity, 4) school affiliation, 
5) social confidence, 6) teacher affiliation, 7) peer affiliation, 
and 8) self assertion. Scale intercorrelations are printed in the 
manual. Discussion of item selection and initial exploratory as 
well as final confirmatory factor analyses are also presented in the 
manual. Briefly, a 4-factor solution at the Primary Level, a 7-factor 
solution at the Intermediate Level, and an 8-factor solution at the 
Junior and Senior Levels were decided on for the scale. Test-retest 
reliability coefficients range from .65 to .85 with a median value of 
.78. A lengthy discussion of intrinsic and extrinsic validity is 
available in the manual. 
The brief overview of the self esteem measures given here · 
demonstrates the different types of measures used in the field. For-
mat differences as well as the subject's task in responding differ 
46 
from instrument to instrument. Both aspects would affect the informa-
tion one obtains from subjects. Those instruments intercorrelated 
produce low coefficients and many have not been correlated to assess 
their similarity. This review of instruments confirms the need for em-
pirically based selection of items as well as systematic examination 
of the items in relation to one another in order to demonstrate some 
type of construct validity. 
Conclusions 
This brief review of some of the major instruments used to 
assess self esteem requires the researcher to establish some theoreti-
cal basis for development of the scales as well as their interpreta-
tion. All the major theoretical perspectives such as the psycho-
analytic, the social learning, the cognitive, and others offer their 
own unique view and provide little validation for each other. Gener-
ally self concept is seen as developing from: 1) body image, 2) lan-
guage, 3) feedback from the environment, 4) identification with ap-
propriate sex role models, and 5) child rearing practices. A de-
velopmental emergence organizes these into personal constructs which 
are seen through the individual •s own frame of reference. This mean-
ingful system incorporates new experiences in terms of the meanings 
held by the system. As of yet there is no theoretical base which is 
empirically useful to those interested in studying self esteem.·· 
Due to the nature of self esteem as a hypothetical construct, 
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many difficulties are encountered in attempts to define it. When 
actually examined the construct is an illusion and has little in com-
mon across theories and measures. The differing theories speculate on 
its properties and this results in contradictory information. This 
lack of empirical definition causes it to be taken as measured when 
in fact the aspect has actually escaped definition. A construct is a 
specific abstract thought created for a purpose and its relation to 
other concepts is made explicit. This fundamental work is yet to be 
completed for self esteem. Wylie (1961) points out that many self 
esteem measures are derived for a particular study with little effort 
given to assess the adequacy of the measurement. This causes many of 
the measures to be short-lived and of unknown quality. Obviously this 
quality would affect the interpretation of results. 
Many of the scores taken from these self esteem scales also 
require subtle distinctions in evaluating the responses. One method 
of direct evaluation of the subject's responses assumes the scores 
reflect the subject's affective feelings. Another is termed explicit 
and accepts as parallel the subject's descriptions of himself and his 
ideal. The third evaluation is the subject's ability to indicate how 
true a specific description is of the subject. There are conceptual 
differences between self esteem as an attitude, a difference between 
actual and ideal, and the feeling attached to the differences. These. 
measures will use different scoring procedures and thus will yield 
different kinds of results. The formation of scores whether one uses 
total item number (positive), difference scores, ratio of positive to 
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negative, or an index of dissimilarity brings up several considera-
tions. If scores are added together--are they linear? There are also 
considerations to be made regarding dimensionality as well as validity. 
Internal analysis of many of the measures is done with factor analysis 
and produces relatively homogeneous subsets of items. The additivity 
of items creates problems as well as how to sum the items and discern 
the appropriate weighting scheme. 
Wylie (1961) has suggested that the existing techniques of 
scale development and validation have not been examined. Some may be 
in need of refinement, whereas others are simply inappropriate to an 
entity like self esteem. Differences in the way one partitions vari-
ance is also a controversy in self esteem measurement. Different 
methods for assessing variability will use different assumptions and 
thus will yield different results and interpretations. Reliability 
limits the validity a measure can secure, due to the fact that 
validity is equal to the square root of the reliability. New ap-
proaches seek a detailed analysis of error by considering the other 
sources of response specificity, usually done with analysis of vari-
ance techniques. Internal consistency estimation procedures require 
the assumption that the items are homogeneous. If the items are 
actually heterogeneous, the information from the internal consistency 
coefficient is not useful information. If the items are heterogeneous, 
it is suggested that they be divided into subsets which are homogeneous 
and then the use of individual coefficients would be appropriate. 
These criticisms are leveled against self esteem measures; it is also 
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stated in Wylie (1961) that few reliability and validity estimates are 
given in the literature. Aspects of social desirability and acquies-
cence and their effect upon self esteem measures and their interpreta-
tion remains quite plausible yet are considered unsubstantiated be-
cause they have not been consistently studied. Wylie (1961) also put 
forth the idea that measurement procedures are not only influenced by 
the degree of positive endorsement but also a subject's general ten-
dency to endorse items independent of their evaluative direction. She 
states that self esteem measures do not interpret the qualitative dif-
ferences in positive attitude given. The items endorsed by the sub-
ject may reflect different areas although two individuals could ob-
tain the same score, but have a very diverse combination of the items. 
The measurement context also creates difficulties in determin-
ing what people are actually willing to admit about themselves. 
Another criticism often directed at self esteem measures is the pre-
cise differences in meanings there are for words. Wylie (1974) sug-
gests that scale values will vary considerably around these two ideas. 
She further suggests that adjective modifiers with low inter-individual 
variance, the advantage appears to be a highly different mean degree 
value and minimal inter-subject dispersions around these means. To 
accomplish some type of structural analysis, factor analysis is de-
pended on in a fashion perhaps not as applicable as first thought. 
Within the literature on self esteem one finds a definite lack of 
specific dimensions. There is little to provide one with how many di-
mensions are reasonable or any clue as to what the content should be .. 
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As was previously pointed out many of the studies are initial attempts 
to examine this area. The studies are poorly designed and depend too 
heavily on the researcher's conceptual structure. Many of these 
structures vary considerably among theorists. Due to the poor develop-
ment of these concepts they are brought into the post hoc interpreta-
tions when they may not be applicable to the obtained empirical re-
sults. Empirical confirmation is dependent on one's theory and one's 
theory offers substantially different interpretations to a factor ana-
lytical solution. Wylie (1974) suggests self concept may be a multiple 
factor solution due to its conceptual structure and the construct may 
have a number of dimensions at different levels of abstraction. The 
self concept could be divided into a number of specific dimensions 
with self esteem depicted as a dimension of all or most of these di-
mensions (a second order dimension?). If the oblique solution were to 
differ from the orthogonal, one could speculate on a multidimensional 
view; if not the measure would be taken as rather unidimensional. It 
is suggested that factoring correlations between factors of an oblique 
first order solution or factor analyzing correlations between some 
created component scores could accomplish this. 
Many theorists try to determine whether self esteem is a uni-
tary or multidimensional concept. Many measures dependent on summary 
scores lose information and may cause one to overlook a more complex 
nature to self esteem. One must keep in mind that a factor is a 
statistical construction while a construct is an interpretative con-
struction of the theorist. Wylie (1974) states that attainment of 
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adequate relation between factors and scales or factors and item clus-
ters only suggests, but does not confirm, that the scores reflect the 
dimensions put forth by the theorist. Two aspects affect self esteem 
measures: 1) the self reports are behavior taken to signify the 
operation of the self concept and this may be an erroneous assumption, 
2) the items are not the entire domain,only a sample of a larger col-
lection. The technique of factor analysis deals with the empirical 
correlation and not with the items or the degree of their relation and 
thus results can be substantially altered by the addition or subtrac-
tion of items. Factor analysis as a technique also extracts group 
structures rather than individual structures. The structure of a 
specific individual would probably not be identical to this group 
structure and therefore knowing the group from which the specific 
individual belongs is important. 
Measures of external analysis are used as confirmation that 
the construct under study predicts or correlates with those variables 
put forth in one's theory. The criterion validity is asymmetrical 
and the criterion thus validates the measure. Wylie {1974) suggests 
that in cross structure validation the measure and its empirical cri-
terion are seen to have an equalitarian and symmetrical relationship. 
Another type of evidence is seen in the convergence/divergence con-
cept, the logic being the correlation of similar measures would be. 
higher than the correlation of different traits. Wylie (1974) cites 
few of these studies in the literature and the ones presented are too 
reliant on idiosyncratic instruments. Experimental evidence which 
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relates changes in self esteem to other variables is often criticized 
with the question of ability to control extraneous variables and the 
ability to identify transitive versus more permanent self esteem. 
Wylie (1974) suggests that procedures on self esteem measures 
must be examined before determining whether the measures can be com-
pared to one another. The measure and its manipulation must involve 
the same level of specificity to be comparable. Measurement methods 
are different in seeking to deal with "chronic 11 {permanent) versus 
"acute .. (transitive--situational) types of self esteem. It has also 
been put forth that self esteem measured alone differs in its causali-
ty when compared with studies which involve other variables which may 
confound any causal effects. It is further implied that an inter-
active model rather than an additive model of study would be most 
appropriate. One must also consider that "acute .. esteem will depend 
in some degree on the individual •s level of "chronic .. esteem. 
Self esteem is a deceptively abstract concept to work with and 
it is necessary to proceed carefully and systematically in approaching 
it. Poorly operationalized definitions, overapplication of the con-
cept, and misinterpretation of results lacking empirical referents 
produces some of these difficulties. With the exception of Cooper-
smith, it would seem that most theorists feel self esteem is theory 
bound. Coopersmith feels self esteem can be isolated and that its 
nature can be separately determined as a result of diverse influences 
on the individual. Behaviorists point out there is a unity to behav-
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ior and one should obtain consistency across environmental contingen-
cies. One often discovers that long range behavior does not come 
under the control of the immediate situation. Many also realize that 
behaviors are not simple but engulfed in complex social relations. It 
is also necessary to clearly determine whether one seeks self evalua-
tion in regard to achievement or in regard to self affection and the 
emotional aspects of self evaluation. Many texts cite definitional 
distinctions in self esteem as: 1) an attitude, 2) a relation be-
tween attitudes (or selves), 3) psychological responses, and 4) a 
personality function. The distinctions are seen as slight until one 
tries to operationalize the definitions and then the implications are 
influential. 
Models of how one views healthy adjustment may confound inter-
pretations. High esteem is advocated as desirable and it is usually 
assumed the relationship of high esteem to healthy adjustment is posi-
tively linear or at least monotonic. Low esteem is not usually seen 
as healthier but sometimes it may result from the use or type of de-
fenses the individual chooses. Medium esteem usually is seen as rep-
resentative of a balance between self criticism and self enhancement. 
Since self esteem is not directly observable but rather is inferred 
from observations and these subjective interpretations are subject to 
substantial amounts of error, it is strongly suggested that:measures 
of self esteem be standardized (so as to be comparable across sub-
jects), objective in administration (to avoid biases), and quantita-
tive (possess a quality so as to express in numbers the amount ·Of self 
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esteem it reflects). Wylie (1974) recommends measures of self esteem 
be limited to a relatively small number of instruments rather than 
allow the continued development of idiosyncratic measures. These in-
struments could then be studied and appropriate analysis of their 
merits could be obtained. All of these problems and their influences 
must be taken into account by an individual wishing to achieve an ade-
quate scale to measure a construct such as self esteem and its com-
ponents which are attributed to both a conscious and unconscious di-
mension. 
Another area of concern in self esteem research and relevant 
to the present investigation is the area of item selection. The items 
affect the ability of the researcher to generalize his results. To 
determine the items one must first define the universe of population 
that samples of items can be drawn. Arguments abound from random 
sampling so as to allow statistical methods of estimation to be 
applicable (Cronbach, 1963), to recommendations of stratified sampling 
from various factorial levels (Stephenson, 1953), to the ultimate sug-
gestion that defining a population is impossible (Loevinger, 1965). 
Cronbach (1963) suggests a practical compromise to the controversy. 
The test researcher should begin with a definition of his construct. 
From his definition the test maker should specify as much as possible 
concerning the construct. Then groups of items should be put tog-ether, 
evaluated, and where necessary revised. As long as one can .agree with 
others as to the absolute exclusion or inclusion of an item~ one can 
judge the items as representative of the construct. It is further sug-
gested that these items can then be.subjected to convergent analysis 
as well as divergent analysis to determine to some degree the merits 
of the hypotheses generated by the researcher. 
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After establishing an adequate sample from the relevant popu-
lation, the researcher moves on to consider the type of scale appli-
cable to the data to be obtained from his measure. The more exact the 
scale is in obtaining the measurements, the clearer one can be in the 
interpretations attached to these measurements. Wylie (1974) indi-
cates that self esteem researchers feel their data reflect at least 
ordinal data. She quickly points out two basic reasons for this 
assumption to prove itself false: 1) there is no reason to be sure 
that the researcher and his subject are using the same dimension, and 
2) there is also no reason to be sure that the scale units are the 
same across individuals. Because the measures of self esteem are 
usually combinations of many items, the subject is confronted with two 
tasks: 1) deciding the content and applicable area of the item, and 
2) some intrinsic dimension which runs along a continuum on which the 
individual puts himself. This results in the assumption that indi-
vidual differences are differences along the researcher's continuum 
when they may in fact be individual differences due to utilizing the 
individual's own intrinsic continuum. These elements, of course, 
would affect the validity of the construct--self esteem. Along with 
meanings attached to words and applicable areas for the item, there 
can also be problems of reference groups for individual comparisons. 
Again, no guarantee can be postulated for a match between the indi-
vidual and the researcher in selecting the reference group used with 
the measure. 
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A concentration on the development of the units in the scale 
has been covered in Guilford (1954) and Torgerson (1958). Wylie 
(1974) suggests further that these techniques have not been useful in 
self concept research due to an inability to determine how the indi-
vidual's own continuum characteristics create a measurement effect 
and how to apply the scaling techniques and thus achieve the exactness 
of measurement the researcher seeks. Suggestions as to labeling 
points on the researcher's dimension may prove successful in matching 
the individual's perception and the researcher's. Many techniques 
(paired comparison, successive intervals, etc.) are presented by 
numerous authors as alternatives to eliminate to some extent the dif-
ficulties caused by constant summary methods. Wylie {1974) cites 
five points for one to consider before the application of labels to 
scale points is made in self research: 1) the quantifying effects of 
selected labels must be established by appropriate pilot work, 2) if 
labels lead to unequal intervals it is suggested that the unequal in-
tervals be given to the subjects, 3) label-item interaction should be 
small (this will appear in pilot work), 4) one must remember that the 
intervals represent mean scale values, and 5) until one can determine 
why different methods of scaling items leads to different solutions, 
it is suggested that one adhere strictly to operationalized defini-
tions and their interpretations. 
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Along with the continuum for one item, one must be aware of 
the effect of many items characterized in this fashion. If constant 
summary methods are used the individual items dispersions are lost in 
the total scores. It would appear to be beneficial to somehow deter-
mine the emphasis made by the individual in regard to the item. Wylie 
(1974) suggests that scores developed in this fashion would relate 
more clearly the behaviors hypothesized as being related to the re-
searcher's construct, i.e., self esteem. 
Applying the Circumplex to Several Self Esteem Scales 
Besides the use of a linear continuum for the distribution of 
items, one can conceive of validity as produced from constitutive 
definitions. With this view two concepts are considered similar if 
they appear together in what can be referred to as "semantic space". 
They would achieve these positions through the judgments of individu-
als making up a satisfactory population. If these judgments produce 
a separation of the items in the "semantic space" the items can be 
viewed as different. In some way it is necessary to produce a measure 
of distance for the items. It is not possible to rely on correlation 
coefficients as they will not account for absolute distances among 
items. One turns to latent structure models and their notion of a 
trace line for characterizing the items in reference to the continuum 
supposed to underlie it. The continuum is generated by the individuals 
who judge the items. Whereas a linear model achieves trace lines 
which are all straight lines, a latent structure model generates a 
trace line based on a probability of a positive response to an item 
from an individual at some given value of the underlying variable. 
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The curve thus generated is the probability of a positive response as 
a function of its position on the attributed studied. One then goes 
on to consider scales which measure distance and their quality or 
arbitrarily dividing the continuum into intervals. The magnitude of 
measurement must also be considered as this adds an ordered notion to 
the continuum and adds the ability to judge more and less in attri-
butes. Both magnitude and distance scales usually are considered uni-
dimensional, whereas many attributes are conceded to be multidimen-
sional. The major criticism of different units on scales and the 
changes in comparability it produces leaves the scale no longer uni-
dimensional. Although some advocate the use of factor analysis in 
creating homogeneity of units, the evidence supporting this appears 
speculative. It is suggested, therefore, that one produce a qualita-
tive system which is also quantitative in nature. The idea of a 
circle would be useful. There is discernible order yet one cannot 
perceive a magnitude. By Stevens' (1951) definition of scale types 
this does not fit either the ratio or interval scale and one would 
designate it as methathetic rather than prothetic. Although there 
is no magnitude to circular measurement there is direction on the 
circle. With this direction on the circle, angles would be considered 
as appropriate in obtaining measurement of this direction. 
Many self esteem scales appear to be heterogeneous scales 
with low reliability when one would expect homogeneous scales that are 
dependent on one another. On the circle two such independent scales 
and all other scales related to the attribute would be related to 
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one another. This would be seen as more useful than factor analysis 
which when factor analyzing homogeneous scales produces heterogeneity 
which is obviously paradoxical to one's purpose. The factors are not 
necessarily independent but made independent (orthogonal) by statisti-
cal technique. Using the frequency data the homogeneity on the circle 
would be measured by vector lengths. The circular continuum is seen 
as consisting of overlapping frequency distributions of the items. 
The numbers designated to the attributes (represented by the items) 
are considered independent and their order is arbitrary on the circle. 
It is suggested that the items are not independent because of the 
circle, rather the two dimensions which characterize it are independ-
ent; all others are seen as correlated. This order is considered to 
be a rank order, although it is not one of magnitude. The transitivi-
ty postulate of ranking objects is inapplicable here because of the 
nature of the measurement on the circle. It is suggested that equiva-
lence relations be established in place of the transitivity property. 
Because of the postulation of a plane as containing the items, one is 
considered removed from the concept of unidimensionality and the con-
straints it brings to the data and item placement. In a plane two 
numbers are necessary to designate the position of a point (an item). 
The unit circle is designated as a model for the circle and the two .. 
numbers necessary to designate an item become the sine and cosine of 
the angle created by establishing a vector (or angle) to the item and 
point of origin on the circle, the center (centroid analysis?). The 
vector length is always the hypotenuse of a triangle with two axes 
60 
as sides of the triangle. Beginning with the assumption that each 
item is two dimensional, one would scale the items of self esteem ac-
cording to their meaning on the continuum. It would be assumed that 
the two dimensions are independent and this scaling process would 
allow us to check this assumption. The frequencies obtained would be 
normalized to the unit circle and thus create the overlapping distri-
butions necessary to utilize the circular measurements. 
The circle can be thought of as a line wrapping circularly in 
space. With this idea one can picture frequencies and their distribu-
tions depicted on the circle. The individual differences in meaning 
would be equal to the information obtained in the frequency distribu-
tions. The circle is arbitrarily divided into intervals of 6 to 8 
categories on the circle. The segments or divisions serve as category 
labels for the sorting of the individual items. This produces dif-
ferences in kind among the items which are defined by the item•s po-
sition on the circle. These differences in kind form points on the 
continuum which in this case is circular. It is not a difference in 
magnitude but rather a difference in position that produces a defini-
tion of the item in relation to the other items on the circle. The 
use of the circular seal~ concerns itself only with the distance among 
the points. The vector resultant is interpreted similarly to a stand-
ard deviation with the vector length being proportional to the varia-
bility in the data. One then obtains a measure of direction and an 
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estimate of the variability inherent in these measures of direction. 
Leary (1956) was an initial contributor to the interpretation 
of traits organized in a circular fashion. Leary had 16 sets of items 
of 8 traits which fell on the circle in a particular order. One term 
(category label) was used to describe the 16 items (abstractions) 
which followed a definite circular order. Woodworth and Schlossberg 
(1954) present a scaling procedure to demonstrate the circular order. 
The obtained frequency distributions should order the categories and 
result in the order speculated on by Leary. The assumption is that 
overlapping frequency distributions provide a continuum for the data 
which is circular in nature. The matrices of frequencies and their 
distributions demonstrate the circularity of the data. Appropriate 
circular numbers are assigned and these establish an order to the 
circle's measurement. The two dimensional aspect makes it necessary 
to use a system of two dimensional numbers (in this case, vectors). 
These assumptions result in the use of the cartesian coordinate system 
to plot the points (in this case, the vector angles and lengths). 
Another assumption made is the use of the unit circle for the cate-
gories. The frequencies are assumed to function as weights to the 
scale points with the vectors reflecting the variability in the data. 
(In this case one achieves this by taking vectors of unit length and 
multiplying them by frequencies.) The vector length serves as a para-
meter of the distribution with the 6 to 8 categories being assumed to 
be of equal intervals. All of this results in a circumplex which is 
considered to be a circular line of one dimension. 
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The first assumption that a continuum underlies the data is 
too general to test empirically. The aspect of the category labels 
covering an equal interval would imply that each category label cover 
an equal number of points in a continuous distribution. Again, one 
can assume this initially and later subject it to empirical testing. 
The category labels are seen to fall on the unit circle and therefore 
result in no vector length differences. It is suggested that succes-
sive interval scaling would suffice to test the equal interval assump-
tions. A model for a perfect circulant can be set up by defining it 
empirically and this can serve as a comparison basis for goodness of 
fit tests for the model. Circular analogs of Analysis of Variance 
tests, circular analogs of t-tests, as well as circular analogs of 
significance tests, can be developed and used to compare data gathered 
to the hypothesized model of a perfect circulant set up by the re-
searcher. 
Distributions are added and averaged and this will affect 
distributions which are adjacent to one another. The effects pro-
duced are on the resultant with equal differences tending to equalize 
effects and this in turn affects the length of the interval size. 
Different samples have been shown to produce average discrepancies of 
various sizes. Smaller discrepancies appear to be obtained with a 
larger number of items in the sample used to determine the average. 
It is not clear whether the items themselves or the category labels 
are the cause of these discrepancies. 
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This procedure could be viewed as applicable to self esteem 
research and numerous other areas by allowing some sense to be made of 
the "semantic space" one utilizes in establishing self descriptors 
and/or personality descriptors. The meaning of a word can be deter-
mined by the frequency distribution of the responses to it by the 
sample of the population. (Do individuals all respond to the item in 
the same manner?) It is suggested that a hierarchical meaning is not 
obtained but only enough information so as to establish synonyms and 
antonyms. The 8 scales of 16 items presented by Leary are thought to 
be homogeneous and yet do not produce adequate internal consistency. 
It is suggested that homogeneity in the circular system be the result 
of summing the sines and cosines,which results in a measure of the 
deviations from the mean vector. 
Rinn (1965) tests the two dimensional hypothesis by factor 
analysis and this produces three dimensions: 1) a general factor, 
2) a dominance-submission dimension, and 3) a love-hate dimension. 
Rinn's data are seen as confirmatory of Leary's dimensions. The 
general factor is seen as a levels component and is ignored as non-
discriminating. The second two factors are seen as comprising the 
circle. 
Two dimensional scaling produces two linear unidimensional 
bipolar dimensions. The procedure would be to scale the items on one 
dimension and then rescale them on a second dimension. It is suggest-
ed that the two orthogonal dimensions taken with the scale dimensions 
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when put together would result in the cartesian system and should 
yield the angular measurement sought. The items are seen as more im-
portant than the category labels for determining the circular struc-
ture of the data. Behavior is then seen as being described in proba-
bilistic terms and taken as indicated by descriptors (adjectives and/or 
labels) which are given empirical emphasis by a consensual approach of 
the individuals who place the items. One could consider proof of a 
trait as existing in its reliability and this can be obtained by view-
ing the agreement among people as to what constitutes the trait. Due 
to the subjective nature of evaluative terms in any language--an indi-
cator of a trait is seen as less subjective if obtained by determining 
a consensus among the people in terms of evaluating the trait and the 
meanings of words used to define it. 
The focus of the present investigation has two aspects. The 
first involves the application of the circumplex model to several self 
esteem measures. The information obtained by using the circumplex 
involves the separation of construction parameters and use parameters 
of the instruments. The judging of items on Rinn's two dimensions 
(i.e., love-hate, submission-dominance) produces a measure of the 
item's relevance to the two dimensions. These two dimensions charac-
terize the circle. The second aspect of this study is to examine the 
relationships obtaineu by the item's position on the circle. .The 
circle sets up an area within which the points are given established 
locations. These locations are seen as deriving empirical emphasis 
through the frequencies established by the subjects who originally 
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judged the item's meaning. These meanings help to create the relation-
ships between the items used in self esteem measures. These items' 
relationships allow the item population of various scales to be 
examined and equivalent items to be ascertained. This in turn allows 
one to determine some of the reasons responsible for the fact that 
scales do not correlate sufficiently when taken together. Obviously, 
this aspect will allow better item selection and lead to scales which 
will correlate highly when taken together. The scales will then pre-
sent a clearer demonstration of capturing the measurement of the con-
struct of self esteem. Greater validity can be placed in the scale's 
ability to accurately and empirically measure self esteem. 
The circumplex model also allows large samples to judge the 
items. This removes the subjectivity of expert judgment by relying 
on a wider range of interpretation for the items' meaning. The analy-
sis of a larger sample's judgment allows one to use the assumptions of 
accuracy derived from postulates based on large numbers. The net re-
sults and their interpretation are then seen as much more empirical. 
The circumplex allows one to take into account the state of 
self esteem research. The many definition problems coupled with the 
methodological problems make it necessary to establish some base to 
proceed from in developing self esteem instruments. The tremendous 
significance attached to self esteem as an influence in one's develop-
ment makes such work essential to the effective use and interpretation 
of the construct. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD 
The methodology was designed to apply the circumplex model to 
several (the Lipsett trait adjectives, the Tennessee Self Concept 
scale, the Piers-Harris How I See Myself Scale, and the Coopersmith 
self Esteem Inventory) self esteem scales. The application of the 
circumplex model permits systematic examination of the items in terms 
of their placement in the scales as well as their placement in rela-
tionship to one another in the item pool. The use of the circumplex 
model also improves the measure of similarity among the scales by pro-
viding a discernible index of discriminability of the items comprising 
each individual scale. 
Subjects 
The population selected for this study consisted of fifth and 
sixth grade classes. The rationale in selecting these grades was the 
reading ability necessary to read and comprehend the items. The usual 
age span in these grades is ten to twelve years. This age span was 
selected to avoid the adolescent developmental period. The develop-
mental aspects were considered and it was felt that this age period 
would not be unduly influenced by developmental changes. 
District superintendents were initially contacted by Dr. Max 
Bailey. They were selected randomly on the basis of the researcher's 
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home town of Oak Lawn. Those districts close and/or adjacent to Oak 
Lawn were contacted to secure participation. The district superin~ 
tendents then presented the research to their principals and those 
willing to provide access to classrooms were contacted for specific 
procedures and scheduling of dates. 
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The question of whether this truly represents a random sample 
has been considered. The districts selected were random with only the 
designation of the researcher•s home town seen as an arbitrary start-
ing point. The necessity of coordinating the cooperation of superin-
tendents, principals, and class teachers was also coupled with an ex-
pedient need to secure commitments so that the data could be gathered 
before school vacation periods began. Referring to whether it is a 
random sample--in strict definition, perhaps not--but it is not seen as 
extremely violating the assumption of randomness. The study is also 
seen as exploratory in nature and is not an attempt to be a normative 
and definitive study. This aspect allows some latitude as to the rep-
resentativeness of the sample population. The classrooms selected from 
a school in Glenview were selected in the same manner; the selection 
criteria were Dr. Bailey•s acquaintance with the superintendent and the 
subsequent participation agreement from the principal. Considering the 
three districts (Glenview, Oak Lawn, and Midlothian) it may be possible 
to ascertain some djfferences and hypothesize as to their causes. 
Each of the individual classes was kept separate so that they 
could be coded for school, type of administration, and some designa-
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tion of ability (i.e., high, middle, low class). The students at the 
Lieb School in Oak Lawn were the only students to have the scales ad-
ministered to them one after the other. This was done at the princi-
pal's request because it would eliminate another day's interruption of 
class schedules. This was reasonable to the researcher and her ad-
visor as acceptable procedure. The Lieb School was the first school 
and information about the administration procedures became clearer 
later in the gathering of the data. Again, as it is not a definitive 
study, the researcher exercised some latitude in order to secure the 
necessary cooperation. It is apparent now that separate administra-
tions are easier. The students of the Lieb School were cooperative 
and appeared able to attend to the lengthy task without undue signs of 
fatigue. 
Another aspect affecting the selection of schools was the 
issue of suburban versus city schools. Again, latitude was exercised 
in terms of the ease with which the researcher could make contact with 
suburban personnel. Another thought which surfaced was the reading 
ability of the city school children and its effect on attending and 
completing the task. The pilot study of the instrument was completed 
in the researcher's city school, but the children were well known to 
the examiner and it was not felt one could depend on that type of co-
operation from students unfamiliar to the examiner. The data gathered 
in the pilot was separated, coded, and is included in the analysis of 
data. None of the classes utilized showed any unusual difficulty with 
the task, although the examiner noted varying lengths to complete the 
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task. In some of the classes more synonyms had to be supplied for the 
children (i.e., Tennessee item uses despise and another uses physique). 
Again, this may be indicative of reading ability differences. The 
interpretation can also be in terms of ascertaining the relevance of 
that item; this is part of the purpose of using the circumplex. 
The following table presents a breakdown of the subjects by 
several demographic variables. Some of the information was obtained 
from the principals in follow-up phone calls after the data had been 
gathered. 
Instrument School Sex of Ss Ability Grade 
TCL Glen Grove 39F 46M High Avg. 2 fifth & 2 sixth 
TCL Springfield 21 F 17M Average 2 sixth 
TCL Central Park 56F 52M Average 2 fifth & 2 sixth 
CPL Springfield 29F 24M Average 2 fifth 
CPL Dearborn Hgts. 23F 26M Low Avg. 1 fifth & 1 sixth 
CPL Lieb 65F 56M Average 2 fifth & 2 sixth 
CPL (Pilot) Parks ide 23F 15M Average 1 sixth 
Procedure for the Administration of the Self Esteem Scale 
The administration of the scales consisted of making the scal-
ing task explicit for the children by the use of verbal instructions 
and by the use of examples. Before the children were given their 
scales, the following examples were presented (usually a blackboard 
was available and the examples were written on the board): 
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HATE: -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 :LOVE 
calm 
sillY 
certain 
sorry 
Baseba 11 is a 
great sport. 
Sewing can be 
fun. 
The examiner read the word CALM and as ked, "Ask yourse 1 f if 
CALM is something you and everyone else in the world would see as 
meaning or being associated with LOVE or HATE. 11 11 In other words, does 
this item belong close to HATE or to LOVE?" 11 We are rating the item's 
meaning ... The examiner would pause and elicit an answer from the 
students. Once the children decided on which side of the continuum 
it should be placed, the examiner pointed to the numbers and said, 
11
-4 means it's extremely like (or has to do with) HATE. Extremely is 
like saying a whole lot, a great deal, a big bunch of it. -3 means 
strongly and it's sort of like very much (less than extremely but 
still a lot). -2 means moderately and that's sort of in the middle 
of how much there is; it's sort of half-way and -1 means mil~ly and 
that's a little bit, not too much, not a lot, it means it's just a 
small bit of HATE ... The positive side was gone through in the same 
way with an emphasis on it going with the word LOVE. Neutral was ex-
plained last and the examiner said, "Neutral means NO OPINION. It 
means it doesn't go with either word. It's sort of a category of I 
don't know because I haven't enough information." An example of 
"Do you like hang gliding?" and "Do you like guava?" was verbally 
given. The examiner said, "Since we've never been or never tasted 
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it we can't tell and therefore it's neutral." The children seemed to 
comprehend this idea easily after acknowledging comprehension of the 
other directions. 
The examples were worked through orally until the children ap-
peared to comprehend the task required of them. Any individual who 
appeared to have difficulty was individually worked with by going over 
the examples again. The examiner used the formal directions in the 
second explanation but also some examples elicited from the individual 
child. The scales were then passed out to the children and the di-
rections were gone over with the instrument in front of the children. 
Along with each scale was a 3-inch by 11-inch guide with the continuum 
printed on it with the category designation running downward. The 
guide could be moved from item to item and it was seen as facilitat-
ing the correct placement of check marks under the numbers. On the 
submission-dominance scale the definitions of the two words were there 
for easy reference by the children. 
The administration of the submission-dominance scale was ac-
complished in a similar manner. The explanation seemed to go quickly. 
as the children were already familiar with the task. Submission was 
defined as "giving in to the power and/or authority of another; to 
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have little or no control over things ... Dominance was defined as 
"having power and/or authority over others; to have or be able to con-
trol things ... To ensure comprehension of the meaning of these words 
the examiner gave the following examples: 11 Children are in a sub-
missive role to parents and teachers. They can control things you do. 
They have power and authority over you ... 11 Teachers are in a submissive 
role to principals. The same is true for workers who are in a sub-
missive role to their bosses ... Dominance was likened to the opposite 
of submission (as the other continuum had the opposites of love and 
hate). The definition of dominance was supported by the following 
examples: 110lder sisters are sometimes in a dominant role to younger 
brothers and sisters. 11 11 Children who are bigger and tend to bully 
people take a dominant role toward others ... The examples in the 
Love-Hate dimension were worked through orally. Children were re-
minded of descriptors expressing how much--usually the examiner elic-
ited this from the children with: "Do you remember what extremely 
means, what strongly means, etc.? 11 Any child who did not comprehend 
the task was worked with individually. The definitions were written 
on the board as well as on the 3-inch by 11-inch guide the children 
were instructed to use as they went through the instrument. 
Instrumentation 
Through the use of the literature on self esteem measures, 
four inventories were selected as representative and/or prominent in 
the area of assessing children's self esteem. The measures selected 
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included: 1} The Piers-Harris How I See Myself Scale, 2) The Tennes-
see Self Concept Scale, 3) The Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory, and 
4) The Lipsett Scale. 
Originally it was thought the four scales could be combined 
into one scale of 260 items. The number of items appeared excessive 
and it was suggested the Tennessee Self Concept Scale be eliminated. 
The scale was primarily designed for adult populations and therefore 
seen as least suitable for elementary school children. Further re-
search in the literature revealed its norms had been interpolated 
downward to age 12. It was also quite apparent how prominent it was 
considered in the field. The literature revealed it was being used 
more readily and that its component parts would be important to the 
study. A hesitancy developed in regard to excluding it which was not 
relieved by a pilot study. The result was the construction of two 
separate scales. (The work already done with the circumplex also evi-
denced the necessity of a large number of items to cover the circle 
without too many gaps.) 
A pilot study was conducted with two versions of the new scale. 
The initial version of the scale consisted of 160 items (Piers-Harris, 
Coopersmith, Lipsett, excluding the Tennessee) and revealed an hour as 
the completion time with sixth grade children. This was viewed as 
minimum administration time, as the class was familiar to the examiner 
and thus was seen as more cooperative than to be expected from unfamil-
iar classes. The other version of the scale consisted of 260 items 
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(adding the Tennessee items) and increased the time element to 1! 
hours. This was considered too long a task to request of elementary 
school children. It is also necessary to recall that the children 
scale the items twice and the total administration time would be three 
hours. The solution was the development of two scales. This com-
promise allowed the use of all four measures and kept the administra-
tion time to a one-hour maximum limit. 
One scale (referred to by the initials CPL) consisted of the 
Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory, the Piers-Harris How I See Myself 
Scale, and the Lipsett Self Concept Scale, and was 160 items in length. 
The Piers-Harris How I See Myself Scale consists of 80 declarative 
sentences to which the new continuums were used to rate the items. 
The scale items are seen as reflecting 6 areas of self esteem and is 
viewed as a popular instrument which is easily administered and easily 
scored and interpreted. The only aspect of the scale relevant to this 
study was the items, as the items are interpreted in terms of the 
circumplex and not in the usual manner. Again, the items were not 
used to assess self esteem but rather judged on separate continuums. 
The Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory is similar to the Piers-
Harris in its composition. The Coopersmith consists of 58 declarative 
sentences to which the respondent judges their placement on the two 
dimensions of the circumplex. The third instrument was the Lipsett 
Self Concept Scale which was a little different in format and consist-
ed of 22 adjectives presented singularly to the subjects. 
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The second instrument (referred to by the initials TCL} was 
set up in a similar fashion to the first instrument. It consisted of 
the Tennessee Self Concept Scale, which is comprised of 100 declara-
tive sentences depicting several areas relevant to self esteem. In 
the second instrument the Coopersmith items and the Lipsett adjectives 
were also used and the total number of items on this scale was 180 
items. The duplication of items on the scales is seen as sufficient 
for anchoring the scales and thus be able to discern some similarities 
from the results of the two scales. 
Design and Statistical Analysis 
The initial purpose of this study is to apply the circumplex 
model to several self esteem scales. Throughout the literature on 
self esteem, there is little agreement on which scales adequately 
measure self esteem. Another concern is that accepted scales often 
do not correlate highly enough with one another to confirm the meas-
urement of the same attribute. The circumplex model will offer some 
conclusions as to the cause of the lack of similarity of measures. 
It is regarded as useful to apply the circumplex and draw upon its 
many conclusions as to the dimensions the scales truly measure, as 
well as obtain some information about item characteristics. 
In terms of statistical analysis, the present investigation is 
seen as descriptive and somewhat exploratory. The data will be 
examined by calculating the frequencies of each item on the two dimen-
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5; 0ns. The mean of each item will also be calculated for the item in 
reference to its meaning on either continuum. The two means represent 
the items• placement on the coordinate system used to plot points onto 
the circle. The items will be positioned on the circle and examined 
in regard to two aspects. The items in general can be examined to 
ascertain the type of clustering which occurs. The items can be exam-
ined as to the number of distinct categories the items produce. After 
the examination of the items in a general fashion, the scales can be 
considered as total units and their relationships can be interpreted. 
It would be hoped that some indication of similar and dissimilar items 
could be noted and some interpretation of differences in correlations 
previously obtained may be addressed. 
Following an examination of the items and the scales, other 
characteristics of interest to be investigaged would include the dis-
tributions obtained due to sex differences of the subjects. Do the 
distributions of items differ by the sex of the respondent? Some 
interpretation as to the cause of this on specific items might be 
useful. The appropriateness of the item•s inclusion in a scale might 
be subject to criticism if overt sex differences are obtained in the 
distributions. The age of the subjects was also seen as a character-
istic important enough to evidence distribution differences. Although 
the age span in this study was chosen as a sort of 11 developmental 
unit" some indication of the applicability of the items could be ob-
tained by examining the distribution. 
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The items were scaled to the two dimensions found to be ortho-
gonal and postulated as the basis of the Interpersonal Trait Space. 
An assumption is thus made that circular distributions would be ob-
tained if the use of category labels snd sorting procedures of Wood-
worth and Schlossberg (1954) had been directly applicable. Due to the 
exploratory nature of this study, an indication of appropriate labels 
is sought as a result in the area of self esteem. 
Frequency distributions on each dimension will be calculated 
in addition to the mean, standard deviation, median, interquartile 
range, skewness, and kurtosis. The means will then be used to calcu-
late the angles and vector lengths. It is suggested that crosstabula-
tions be used to examine some of the joint frequency distributions 
for the items. Some examination of the degree to which some items 
vary with others could be obtained. It is also suggested that an 
attempt be made to divide the frequency distributions into 8 cate-
gories. Another suggestion is the use of category labels previously 
established. The categories once established would be used to calcu-
late angles and vector lengths using equal interval categories. An 
arbitrary starting point has been suggested as 22.5°. 
Specific areas of exploration to address consist of the fol-
lowing: 
1. Do all the items show variance on each of the two dimen-
sions? 
2. Do any of the scales cover the circle? 
3. Do the scales measure a complete self concept or only a 
limited aspect of it? 
4. Does the combination of scales chosen for this study 
cover the complete circle? 
5. If the self esteem items scale to a limited arc on the 
circle (i.e., Dominance), is this what is meant by self 
esteem (simply self confidence)? 
6. How are the individual scales related in terms of the 
areas they cover on the circle? 
Preparation for Analysis 
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The method of collecting all the relevant data has been pre-
viously explained and essentially involved the administration of 
either the TCL instrument of the CPL instrument. Each instrument was 
administered twice to the subjects. The two administrations allowed 
the items to be judged first in reference to the Hate-Love dimension 
and on the second administration in reference to the Submission-
Dominance dimension. Subject characteristics included the following 
variables: 1) sex, 2) age, 3) school, 4) district, 5) grade, 
6) ability, and 7) race. It should be pointed out that the major 
emphasis of this investigation was the examination of the distribu~ 
tions by sex to note differences in regard to the judgment of the 
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items. Distributions that show sex differences would need to be ad-
dressed as biased in terms of these items. That is to say that items 
biased in such a fashion measure separate elements for each sex. 
To prepare the data for analysis the instruments were sepa-
rated into their component scale units, with similar scales between 
the instruments combined (i.e., the Coopersmith items and the Lipsett 
items were contained on both instruments, whereas the Piers-Harris 
and Tennessee appeared only once on their respective instruments). As 
mentioned early in this chapter, we accommodated the four major self 
esteem inventories in this manner. Each item has two labels to desig-
nate the two dimensions by which the items were judged. Item 1 on the 
Piers-Harris inventory when judged on the Submission-Dominance dimen-
sion was labeled PDSl. The same item was relabeled PLHl to distin-
guish its judgment on the Hate-Love dimension. The labels for the 
items on the Piers-Harris are PDSl through PDS80 and PLHl through 
PLHSO. The item labels on the Coopersmith inventory were labeled in 
a similar manner and consisted of CDS1 through CDS58 and CLHl through 
CLH58. The Tennessee items were similarly identified with TDSl 
through TDSlOO and TLHl through TLHlOO. The Lipsett items were 
labeled LDSl through LDS22 and LLHl through LLH22. 
With the data separated and combined by scale components as 
explained above, the size of the N for each scale varied: Coopersmith 
256 females and 235 males, Tennessee 116 females and 116 males, Piers-
Harris 140 females and 121 males, Lipsett 256 females and 237 males. 
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The combination of the subjects by scales was viewed as appropriate 
due to the randomness inherent in the choice of each instrument for 
each administration. The possibility of differences is acknowledged 
and could be examined in other studies. All of the subjects were seen 
as representative of the age group selected and the study possessed 
a high degree of randomness, so there appeared to be no reason to 
assume extreme differences among the subjects. The size of the sample 
was also seen as sufficiently large so as to avoid major difficulty in 
comparability and generalizability. Finally, it is acknowledged that 
these issues could be systematically examined in other work. 
Sequence of Circumplex Application 
The following steps were utilized in the preparation of the 
data for evaluation: 
1. Statistical Analysis System, Version 79.5, User's Guide 
1979 edition, Technical Report P-115 from the SAS Institute, Box 8000, 
Cary, North Carolina 27511, was utilized in the analysis of all of the 
data. The Statistical Package for the Social Studies Version M, Re-
lease 8.1, was also utilized in obtaining part of the analysis. 
2. The frequencies of each item on the 9 point rating scale 
for both the male and female distributions were obtained. The fre-
quencies were obtained on the Love-Hate dimension as well as the 
Submission-Dominance dimension. 
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3. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests for two samples were uti-
lized to determine if the scaling procedure was carefully attended to 
by the subjects. Randomness of the distributions was examined in this 
manner with good items demonstrating no significant difference from 
zero on both dimensions at the .01 level of significance. Essentially 
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests allow some confidence as to whether the 
subjects comprehended the task and attended to it in a systematic 
fashion. An item significant on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two sample 
test reflects a sex difference in the distributions of the item and 
one would not want to combine these distributions. 
4. T-Tests were utilized to see if the means of the rating 
scales were significantly different from zero on either dimension. 
Means not significantly different from zero on both dimensions indi-
cate poor items. Such items are considered poor items because the 
means of zero reflect a neutral judgment in relation to the Love-Hate 
continuum and the Submission-Dominance continuum. The level of signi-
ficance used was .01. 
5. The means were used to set up the angles by obtaining 
the coordinates necessary to place the items in the two dimensional 
system assumed in the scaling procedure. The angle calculations are 
examined by fitting them to the circular continuum. The formula used 
in this operation was: 
-1 ) e = tan (y/x 
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6. From the angles and coordinates one determines the vector 
lengths. This is determined by the sine and cosine of the angles 
which are used as coordinates on the unit circle to which the data 
have been standardized. The vector length is considered a measure of 
intensity. Assuming the sines and cosines are coordinates~ a result-
ant vector can be determined for combinations of items (i.e.~ those 
which constitute subscales of the inventories). The formulas used in 
these operations were: 
r sin e 
resultant e arctan (r 8) cos 
length r ~(cos e) 2 + (sin e) 2 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
The results of the data analysis are considered to be descrip-
tive in nature. Obviously, the exploratory nature of this initial 
application of the circumplex model to several self esteem scales 
(Lipsett, Coopersmith, Piers-Harris, and Tennessee) necessitates con-
siderable flexibility and caution in an interpretation of the data. 
Major areas of concern were outlined in Chapter III (i.e., Were the 
scales responded to in a random manner? Do the scales' items cover 
the circumplex? If not, what can be said about self esteem?) In 
addition, direct attention is given to the pattern of each individual 
scale. That is to say that each scale is examined separately and then 
in comparison with the other scales in order to determine what infor-
mation is gained from using the circumplex technique. Overall, the 
summary results presented here will aid in the systematic descriptive 
analysis and interpretation of the data at hand. 
Summary Table 4.1 presents the frequency distributions where 
only those items which evidenced a statistically significant differ-
ence of .01 on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two sample test were included, 
since only these items are the central focus for interpreting the data. 
(Table A.4.1 contains the frequency distributions of each item on each 
of the scales. This entire table is contained in the Appendix.) That 
is to say that the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test utilized with the frequen-
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Table4.1 
Summary Table of Items Showing a .01 Level of Significance 
on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Two Sample Test 
Inventory 
& Item No. 
Lipsett #12 
Lipsett #18 
Lipsett #13 
Lipsett #21 
Lipsett # 3 
Lipsett # 4 
Lipsett #21 
Coopersmith #21 
Coopersmith #24 
Coopersmith #21 
Coopersmith #27 
Piers-Harris #12 
Piers-Harris #24 
Piers-Harris #35 
Piers-Harris #57 
Piers-Harris #70 
Piers-Harris # 5 
Piers-Harris #15 
Piers-Harris #24 
Dimension Statement 
Dom.-Sub. Cooperative 
Dom. -Sub. Obedient 
Dom.-Sub. Cheerful 
Dom.-Sub. Clean 
Love-Hate Kind 
Love-Hate Brave 
Love-Hate Clean 
Dom.-Sub. I am doing the best work I can. 
Dom.-Sub. I am pretty happy. 
Love-Hate I am doing the best work I can. 
Love-Hate I like everyone I know. 
Dam. -Sub. I am well behaved in school. 
Dam. -Sub. I am good in music. 
Dam. -Sub. I am obedient at home. 
Dam. -Sub. I am popular with boys. 
Dom.-Sub. I am a good reader. 
Love-Hate I am clever. 
Love-Hate I am strong. 
Love-Hate I am good in music. 
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Table 4.1 (Continued) 
Inventory 
& Item No. Dimension Statement 
piers-Harris #34 Love-Hate I often get into trouble. 
piers-Harris #56 Love-Hate I get into lots of fights. 
piers-Harris #63 Love-Hate I am a leader in games and sports. 
---------------------------------------------------------------------
Tennessee # 7 
Tennessee # 8 
Tennessee #14 
Tennessee #18 
Tennessee #37 
Tennessee #67 
Tennessee #70 
Tennessee #78 
Tennessee #82 
Tennessee #85 
Tennessee # 7 
Tennessee #14 
Tennessee #18 
Tennessee #30 
Tennessee #51 
Dom.-Sub. I am a cheerful person. 
Dom.-Sub. I am a calm and easy going person. 
Dom.-Sub. I am popular with men. 
Dom.-Sub. I like to look nice & neat at all times. 
Dom.-Sub. I would like to change some parts of 
my body. 
Dom.-Sub. I gossip a little at times. 
Dom.-Sub. I try to be careful about my appearance. 
Dom.-Sub. I try to play fair with my friends 
and family. 
Dom.-Sub. I get along well with other people. 
Dom.-Sub. I feel good most of the time. 
Love-Hate I am a cheerful person. 
Love-Hate I am popular with men. 
Love-Hate I like to look nice & neat at all times. 
Love-Hate I am popular with women. 
Love-Hate Once in a while I laugh at a dirty joke. 
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cies indicates that the subjects attended successfully to the task 
presented to them. An item with a significance level of .01 reflects 
a sex difference in the frequency distributions of the item. The sig-
nificance level would indicate the need to separate these distribu-
tions for examination, rather than combining the distributions for 
evaluation and interpretation. Table 4.1 shows items addressing the 
concern of the first hypothesis, namely, do the items exhibit appropri-
ate non-random distributions? The discussion chapter presents a sys-
tematic evaluation of the meaning of these items (significant on the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test) in reference to the circumplex. The entire 
table contained in the Appendix shows an asterisk by these items to 
distinguish them from items that do not demonstrate a significant sex 
difference in the distribution of the items by frequencies. 
The results of t-tests on the means of the rating scales dis-
tributions are presented in the same manner as were the frequency 
distributions. (The complete table, Table A.4.2, is contained in the 
Appendix. These items appear in the Appendix with an asterisk.) A 
summary table (see Table 4.2) was constructed which presented only 
those means which were zero on both dimensions (the Love-Hate di-
mension as well as the Dominance-Submission dimension). Means not 
significantly different from zero on both dimensions indicate poor 
items. Such items were judged by the subjects as neutral in relation· 
to the Love-Hate continuum and the Dominance-Submission continuum. 
The items would not be seen as relevant to the two dimensions used by 
the circumplex. It is necessary that both means be zero to indicate· 
Table 4.2 
Summary Table of Items Demonstrating Means of Zero on the Love-
Hate Dimension and the Dominance-Submission Dimension 
a Inventory 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Coopersmith 
Piers-Harris 
Piers-Harris 
Piers-Harris 
Piers-Harris 
Piers-Harris 
Tennessee 
Tennessee 
Tennessee 
Tennessee 
Tennessee 
Tennessee 
Tennessee 
Item and 
Distribution 
# 3 female 
#34 female 
#37 female 
# 3 male 
#17 male 
#30 male 
#37 male 
#40 male 
#41 male 
#45 male 
#56 male 
#57 male 
#71 rna 1 e 
#78 male 
#15 female 
#99 female 
#14 male 
#15 male 
#17 male 
#37 male 
#50 male 
Statement 
I often wish I were someone else. 
I never get scolded. 
I really don•t like being a boy (or 
girl). 
I often wish I were someone else. 
I am often sorry for the things I do. 
It•s pretty tough to be me. 
I really don•t like being a boy (or 
girl). 
There are many times when l 1 d like to 
leave home. 
I am never shy. 
I hate school. 
I get into lots of fights. 
I am popular with boys. 
I would rather work alone than with a 
group. 
I think bad thoughts. 
I am not interested in what other 
people do. 
I find it hard to talk with strangers. 
I am popular with men. 
I am not interested in what other 
people do. 
I get angry sometimes. 
I would like to change some parts of 
my body. 
I do not 1 ike evet·yone I know. 
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Tennessee #62 male I am too sensitive to things my family 
Tennessee #92 male I 
says. 
change my mind a 1 ot. 
aNo items on the Lipsett Inventory male or female distributions 
had both means equal to zero. No items on the Piers-Harris female dis-
tribution had both means equal to zero. 
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that an item is irrelevant on the dimensions. Items with one mean 
equal to zero are still seen as scaled by this model. (The reader is 
reminded that the Love-Hate and Submission-Dominance dimensions were 
assumed in this model.) Table 4.2 further addresses Hypothesis I by 
discerning how many items were seen as non-scalable by the subjects. 
As previously stated, the discussion chapter presents an evaluation 
of the meaning of these items in reference to the circumplex model. 
The research hypothesis is carefully examined in relation to these re-
sults. 
A complete table of angles, vector lengths, sines, and cosines 
is contained in the Appendix (Table A.4.14). This table is not sum-
marized in this chapter because the applicable information is pre-
sented in other tables (see Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.13). The major 
purpose of this table is the presentation of information required in 
future research. This information allows one to calculate resultant 
vectors for the subscales of the inventories. Table A.4.13 contains 
the sines and cosines for the subscales of the Piers-Harris Inventory 
and the subscales of the Tennessee Inventory. Resultant vector lengths 
address the research hypotheses concerning coverage of the scales on 
the circle (Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5). They also address the meaning 
of self esteem (Hypothesis 6), as they are presented as components in 
the literature, but evidence considerable redundancy through analysis 
of the circumplex results. 
Table A.4.14 (contained in the Appendix) supplied the angles 
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for Tables 4.3 and 4.4 ranking the Lipsett items on the male and fe-
male distributions. Tables 4.5 and 4.6 rank the Coopersmith items on 
their male and female distributions. Then Tables 4.7 and 4.8 rank 
the Piers-Harris items on their male and female distributions. Tables 
4.9 and 4.10 rank the Tennessee items for their male and female dis-
tributions. The angles are ranked from the smallest angle to the 
largest angle. Tables 4.3 through 4.10 present in entirety the items 
of each scale in relation to each other. It is acknowledged that the 
table could have been arranged so as to cover all the items as though 
they were one unit. However, this was not done so as to be able to 
examine the individual scale items in relation to each other within 
the same scale. In examining the entire surface of the circumplex, 
one could also acquire this information. However, the use of concen-
tric circle plots were utilized later in this chapter to depict that 
information. 
Briefly, Tables 4.3 through 4.10 list the item numbers, 
angles, and the item statements. These tables are best examined by 
evaluating the content of item statements closely adjacent to one 
another. In addition, the examiner could also note whether as angle 
size increases does the meaning of adjacent items also change? 
Another concern would be whether the individual scale itself produces 
small, moderate, or severe angle differences throughout the ~cale (Do 
the angles increase by 5° or 10°, or are there jumps of 50° orl00°?). 
The scale may be seen as a unified or related whole if the angles are 
similar throughout the scale. Arguments can also be made for a 
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Table 4.3 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Lipsett Self Concept Scale-- Male Distribution 
Item Angle Adjective Item Angle Adjective No. No. 
15 30.002 popular 14 36.605 thoughtful 
12 31 .099 cooperative 3 36.765 kind 
4 31 . 188 brave 22 36.961 helpful 
2 32.947 happy 13 37.154 cheerful 
8 33. 197 good 19 37.302 polite 
21 33.875 clean 16 37.608 courteous 
34.291 friendly 7 37.735 trusted 
5 35.144 honest 18 43.067 obedient 
11 35.307 loyal 20 147.283 bashful 
6 35.583 1 i kab 1 e 17 176.576 jealous 
9 35.975 proud 10 177.637 lazy 
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Table 4.4 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Lipsett Self Concept Scale-- Female Distribution 
Item Angle Adjective Item Angle Adjective No. No. 
6 34.958 likable 4 41 .343 brave 
15 35.780 popular 13 41.627 cheerful 
2 36.341 happy 8 41.920 good 
36.628 friendly 12 42.682 cooperative 
7 36.650 trusted 16 42.711 courteous 
3 38.922 kind 11 44.377 loyal 
22 39.025 helpful 19 44.736 polite 
21 39.064 clean 18 48.840 obedient 
14 39.615 thoughtful 20 118.462 bashful 
5 40.071 honest 10 168.469 1 azy 
9 40.654 proud 17 176.082 jealous 
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Table 4.5 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale -- Male Distribution 
Item No. Angle 
32 7. 505 
47 8.691 
9 15.376 
5 20.659 
18 25.853 
11 26.962 
4 27.700 
21 28.458 
24 28.941 
23 29.823 
36 33.509 
41 35.839 
2 37.710 
29 38.353 
37 44.152 
28 46.005 
45 46.222 
14 49.847 
10 49.849 
55 52.366 
Statement 
Kids usually follow my ideas. 
My parents understand me. 
There are lots of things about myself I 1 d 
change if I could. 
My parents and I have a lot of fun together. 
I am popular with kids my own age. 
I am a lot of fun to be with. 
I am easy to like. 
I am doing the best work that I can. 
I am pretty happy. 
I can usually take care of myself. 
I can really make up my mind and stick to it. 
I am never shy. 
I am pretty sure of myself. 
I understand myself. 
I really don•t like being a boy (or girl). 
I like to be called on in class. 
If I have something to say, I usually say it. 
I am proud of my school work. 
I can make up my mind without too much trouble. 
I always know what to say to people. 
Item No. Angle 
13 54.229 
48 54.497 
57 57.446 
17 108.442 
30 120.443 
27 123.331 
40 150.124 
6 150.432 
20 157.293 
16 
3 
35 
50 
43 
25 
52 
39 
38 
42 
58 
157.371 
158.009 
159.677 
162.401 
170.172 
174.003 
177.397 
178.287 
179.372 
179.770 
180.345 
180.477 
Table 4.5 (Continued) 
Statement 
I always do the right things. 
I always tell the truth . 
Things usually don't bother me. 
I am often sorry for the things I do. 
It's pretty tough to be me. 
My parents expect too much of me. 
There are many times when I'd like to leave 
home. 
I never worry about anything. 
I am never unhappy. 
I spend a lot of time daydreaming. 
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It takes me a long time to get used to anything 
new. 
I often wish I were someone else. 
I am not doing as well in school as I'd like to. 
I don't care what happens to me. 
I often feel ashamed of myself. 
I would rather play with children younger than 
me. 
I get upset easily when I'm scolded. 
I don't like to be with other people. 
I have a low opinion of myself. 
I often feel upset in school. 
I can't be depended on. 
Item No. Angle 
56 181.004 
34 181.353 
51 183.690 
44 185.662 
8 185.874 
22 187.970 
12 188.043 
31 188.981 
7 189.201 
15 191.275 
54 191.368 
33 205.295 
46 205.456 
49 205.613 
53 209.344 
26 234.284 
19 357.334 
Table 4.5 (Continued) 
Statement 
I often get discouraged in school. 
I never get scolded. 
I am a failure. 
I am not as nice looking as most people. 
I wish I were younger. 
I give in very easily. 
I get upset easily at home. 
Things are all mixed up in my life. 
I find it very hard to talk in front of class. 
Someone always has to tell me what to do. 
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I usually feel as if my parents are pushing me. 
No one pays much attention to me at home. 
Kids pick on me very often. 
My teacher makes me feel I'm not good enough. 
Most people are better liked than I am. 
My parents expect too much of me. 
My parents usually consider my feelings. 
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Table 4.6 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale -- Female Distribution 
Item No. Angle 
47 8.548 
19 13.128 
28 20.031 
5 24.306 
9 27.814 
32 32.779 
11 33.874 
18 35. 14 7 
21 37.733 
23 38.767 
4 39.464 
24 39.687 
2 39.964 
36 45.848 
10 46.385 
29 47.117 
14 49.287 
3 53.638 
57 54.697 
45 56.040 
Statement 
My parents understand me. 
My parents usually consider my feelings. 
I like to be called on in class. 
My parents and I have a lot of fun together. 
There are lots of things about myself I'd 
change if I could. 
Kids usually follow my ideas. 
I am a lot of fun to be with. 
I am popular with kids my own age. 
I am doing the best work that I can. 
I can usually take care of myself. 
I am easy to like. 
I am pretty happy. 
I am pretty sure of myself. 
I can really make up my mind and stick to it. 
I can make up my mind without too much trouble. 
I understand myself. 
I am proud of my school work. 
I often wish I were someone else. 
Things usually don't bother me. 
If I have something to say, I usually say it. 
Item No. Angle 
48 62.819 
17 63.907 
27 65.792 
55 69.650 
30 74.864 
40 90.000 
41 94.478 
13 95.519 
20 123.690 
35 133.799 
16 
6 
52 
39 
50 
56 
42 
7 
12 
58 
22 
142.019 
142.719 
153.398 
155.251 
159. 152 
161.039 
162.028 
162.148 
168.687 
169.533 
170.390 
170.939 
Table 4.6 (Continued) 
Statement 
I always tell the truth. 
I am often sorry for the things I do. 
I like everyone I know. 
I always know what to say to people. 
It's pretty tough to be me. 
There are many times when I'd like to leave 
home. 
I am never shy. 
I always do the right thing. 
I am never unhappy. 
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I am not doing as well in school as I'd like to. 
I spend a lot of time daydreaming. 
It takes me a long time to get used to 
something new. 
I never worry about anything. 
I get upset easily when I'm scolded. 
I don't like to be with other people. 
I don't care what happens to me. 
I often get discouraged in school. 
I often feel upset in school. 
I find it very hard to talk in front of class. 
I get upset easily at home. 
I can't be depended on. 
I give in very easily. 
Item No. Angle 
38 173.346 
44 173.576 
51 178.952 
34 181.046 
43 183.325 
25 183.534 
8 183.821 
31 187.499 
15 190.831 
54 194.951 
49 196.205 
46 197.775 
33 200.740 
53 203.283 
26 226.227 
37 335.204 
Table 4.6 (Continued) 
Statement 
I have a low opinion of myself. 
I am not as nice looking as most people. 
I am a failure. 
I never get scolded. 
I often feel ashamed of myself. 
I would rather play with children younger 
than me. 
I wish I were younger. 
Things are all mixed up in my life. 
Someone always has to tell me what to do. 
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I usually feel as if my parents are pushing me. 
My teacher makes me feel I 1m not good enough. 
Kids pick on me very often. 
No one pays much attention to me at home. 
Most people are better liked than I am. 
My parents expect too much of me. 
I really don•t like being a boy (or girl). 
Table 4.7 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Piers-Harris Self Concept Scale -- Male Distribution 
Item No. Angle 
60 21.690 
49 22.353 
70 22.496 
9 26.934 
63 27.418 
17 27.595 
80 28.951 
77 29.268 
21 29.476 
51 30.461 
54 30.718 
57 30.824 
55 31.429 
23 32.206 
39 32.367 
15 32.580 
69 32.619 
73 32.718 
5 32.826 
76 33.394 
Statement 
I have a pleasant face. 
My classmates in school think I have good 
ideas. 
I am a good reader. 
When I grow up I will be an important person. 
I am a leader in games and sports. 
I am an important member of my family. 
I am a good person. 
I am different from other people. 
I am good in my school work. 
I have many friends. 
I am good at most things. 
I am popular with boys. 
I have lots of energy. 
I can draw well. 
I like being the way I am. 
I am strong. 
I am popular with girls. 
I have a good physique. 
I am clever. 
I can be trusted. 
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Item No. Angle 
72 33.978 
19 34.592 
67 34.700 
2 34.974 
16 35.680 
35 36.027 
41 36.232 
33 36.523 
36 39.361 
52 39.675 
44 40.256 
27 40.898 
29 40.983 
45 41.392 
30 45.240 
12 45.740 
18 48.814 
42 50.292 
24 51.190 
71 130.446 
56 156.830 
7 162.815 
6 163.142 
Table 4.7 (Continued) 
Statement 
I like my brother(s) and sister(s). 
I am good at making things with my hands. 
I am easy to get along with. 
I am a happy person. 
I have good ideas. 
I am obedient at home. 
I have nice hair. 
My friends like my ideas. 
I am 1 ucky. 
I am cheerful. 
I sleep well at night. 
I am an important member of my class. 
I have attractive eyes. 
I hate school. 
I speak well in front of the class. 
I am well behaved at school. 
I usually want my own way. 
I often volunteer in school. 
I am good in music. 
I would rather work alone than in a group. 
I get into lots of fights. 
I get nervous when the teacher calls on me. 
I am shy. 
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Item No. Angle 
10 165.585 
65 172.279 
8 174.365 
13 180.385 
28 182.259 
4 185.457 
31 186.234 
22 186.771 
47 186.963 
3 187.730 
68 187.867 
20 189.108 
48 189.207 
40 189.224 
32 189.698 
53 190.052 
37 190.248 
11 190.898 
14 191 . 194 
43 191.768 
64 194.680 
66 196.105 
Table 4.7 (Continued) 
Statement 
I get worried when we have tests at school. 
In games and sports I watch instead of play. 
My looks bother me. 
It is usually my fault when something goes 
wrong. 
I am nervous. 
I am often sad. 
In school I am a dreamer. 
I am ashamed of many things I do. 
I am sick a lot. 
It is hard for me to make friends. 
I lose my temper easily. 
I give up easily. 
I am often mean to other people. 
I feel left out of things. 
I am unkind to my brother(s) and sister(s). 
I am stupid about most things. 
I worry a lot. 
I am unpopular. 
I cause trouble to my family. 
I wish I were different. 
I am clumsy. 
I forget what I 1 earn. 
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Item No. Angle 
50 196.372 
26 196.533 
74 196.916 
62 197.239 
79 197.282 
75 198.099 
59 198.976 
46 200.841 
61 202.023 
25 
34 
78 
58 
38 
202.989 
203.719 
203.825 
205.462 
207.360 
213.510 
Table 4.7 (Continued) 
Statement 
I am unhappy. 
I am slow in finishing my school work. 
I am often afraid. 
I am picked on at home. 
I cry easily. 
I am always dropping or breaking things. 
My family is disappointed in me. 
I am among the last to be chosen for games. 
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When I try to make something everything seems 
to go wrong. 
My classmates make fun of me. 
I behave badly at home. 
I often get into trouble. 
I think bad thoughts. 
People pick on me. 
My parents expect too much of me. 
Item No. 
76 
80 
67 
17 
51 
9 
55 
36 
42 
49 
60 
70 
54 
52 
39 
2 
41 
72 
5 
44 
21 
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Table 4.8 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Piers-Harris Self Concept Scale -- Female Distribution 
Angle 
31.008 
31 . 130 
31 .495 
33.075 
33.518 
35.754 
35.948 
36.631 
37.415 
38.380 
39.520 
39.638 
39.937 
40.189 
41.488 
41.874 
42.113 
42.196 
42.359 
42.568 
42.957 
Statement 
I can be trusted. 
I am a good person. 
I am easy to get along with. 
I am an important member of my family. 
I have many friends. 
When I grow up I will be an important person. 
I have lots of energy. 
I am lucky. 
I often volunteer in school. 
My classmates in school think I have good ideas. 
I have a pleasant face. 
I am a good reader. 
I am good at most things. 
I am cheerful. 
I like being the way I am. 
I am a happy person. 
I have nice hair. 
I like my brother(s) and sister(s). 
I am clever. 
I sleep well at night. 
I am good in my school work. 
Item No. Angle 
24 42.961 
33 43.570 
57 45.124 
19 45.431 
29 45.530 
16 46.345 
73 49.185 
27 50.173 
30 50.412 
69 50.513 
35 52.848 
12 53.741 
.. 
23 53.884 
18 53.932 
15 54.187 
77 58.486 
63 73.909 
45 101.354 
71 123.894 
10 150.075 
32 157.913 
37 164.862 
74 172.387 
Table 4.8 (Continued) 
Statement 
I am good in music. 
My friends like my ideas. 
I am popular with boys. 
I am good at making things with my hands. 
I have attractive eyes. 
I have good ideas. 
I have a good physique. 
I am an important member of my class. 
I speak well in front of the class. 
I am popular with girls. 
I am obedient at home. 
I am well behaved at school. 
I can draw well. 
I usually want my own way. 
I am strong. 
I am different from other people. 
I am a leader in games and sports. 
I hate school. 
I would rather work alone than with a group. 
I get worried when we have tests at school. 
I am unkind to my brother(s) and sister(s). 
I worry a lot. 
I am often afraid. 
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Item No. Angle 
6 172.832 
28 174.245 
7 175.554 
48 175.689 
26 177.146 
31 178.505 
20 178.718 
40 179.726 
65 182.645 
43 183.531 
66 183.787 
22 183.907 
8 184.091 
34 184.465 
79 184.103 
53 184.618 
78 185.195 
50 186.008 
4 186.263 
68 196.494 
3 186.568 
25 189.179 
Table 4.8 (Continued) 
Statement 
I am shy. 
I am nervous. 
I get nervous when the teacher calls on me. 
I am often mean to other people. 
I am slow in finishing my school work. 
In school I am a dreamer. 
I give up easily. 
I feel left out of things. 
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In games and sports, I watch instead of play. 
I wish I were different. 
I forget what I learn. 
I am ashamed of many of the things I do. 
My looks bother me. 
I often get into trouble. 
I cry easily. 
I am stupid about most things. 
I think bad thoughts. 
I am unhappy. 
I am often sad. 
I lost my temper easily. 
It is hard for me to make friends. 
I behave badly at home. 
Item No. Angle 
61 189.203 
47 189.284 
11 190.587 
56 192.230 
75 192.301 
14 193.106 
13 194.483 
58 195.423 
64 196.797 
1 200.839 
46 200.855 
.•. 
62 203.152 
59 204.582 
38 219.632 
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Table 4.8 (Continued) 
Statement 
When I try to make something, everything seems 
to go wrong. 
I am sick a lot. 
I am unpopular. 
I get into lots of fights. 
I am always dropping or breaking things. 
I cause trouble to my family. 
It is usually my fault when something goes 
wrong. 
People pick on me. 
I am clumsy. 
My classmates make fun of me. 
I am among the last to be chosen for games. 
I am picked on at home. 
My family is disappointed in me. 
My parents expect too much of me. 
Item No. 
52 
80 
10 
11 
85 
84 
8 
66 
88 
44 
63 
81 
51 
82 
27 
78 
39 
30 
65 
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Table 4.9 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale -- Male Distribution 
Angle 
. 6085 
3.0507 
17.2295 
19.0093 
19.6484 
24.2578 
25.1151 
26.9142 
27.0212 
27.5461 
27.5746 
28.4956 
29.3469 
29.8459 
29.9683 
30.2022 
30.3009 
31.4008 
31.4739 
Statement 
I am neither too tall nor too short . 
I give in to my parents. 
I have a family that would always help me in 
any kind of trouble. 
I am a member of a happy family. 
I feel good most of the time. 
I would rather win than lose a game. 
I am a calm and easy going person. 
I ought to get along bette; with other people. 
I do what is right most of the time. 
I am satisfied with my family relationships. 
I should love my family more. 
I try to understand the other fellow•s point 
of view. 
Once in a while, I laugh at a dirty joke. 
I get along well with other people. 
I am an important person to my family and 
friends. 
I try to play fair with my friends and family. 
I am satisfied with my relationship with God. 
I am popular with women. 
I should be more polite to others. 
Item No. 
56 
40 
21 
41 
79 
45 
7 
55 
73 
36 
46 
.. 
54 
2 
97 
35 
13 
4 
70 
69 
47 
61 
Angle 
31.9167 
32.1974 
32.5990 
32.6243 
33.1785 
33.3360 
33.8651 
34.0546 
36.4411 
37.3950 
37.2979 
37.3665 
37.5725 
37.7659 
39.2142 
39.4651 
39.4829 
39.9491 
40.1138 
40.2115 
40.5955 
40.6696 
Table 4.9 (Continued) 
Statement 
I wish I could be more trustworthy. 
I ought to go to church more. 
I am a religious person. 
I am satisfied to be just what I am. 
I have a healthy body. 
I take a real interest in my family. 
I understand my family as well as I should. 
I am a cheerful person. 
I am as religious as I want to be. 
I try to change when I know I'm doing things 
that are wrong. 
I like my looks just the way they are. 
I should trust my family more. 
I should have more sex appeal. 
I am an attractive person. 
I see good points in all the people I meet. 
I am neither too fat nor too thin. 
I am a friendly person. 
I am a decent sort of person. 
I try to be careful about my appearance. 
I take good care of myself physically. 
I am as sociable as I want to be. 
I treat my parents as well as I should. 
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Item No. 
38 
75 
42 
5 
48 
94 
18 
91 
64 
72 
24 
.•. 
68 
58 
67 
50 
57 
100 
92 
15 
76 
83 
Angle 
41.0791 
41.3129 
41.3765 
42.9219 
43.2643 
43.6155 
46.1144 
46.3181 
47.4060 
50.4944 
51.1654 
57.2020 
78.2500 
83.4537 
94.635 
95.959 
101.592 
104.548' 
105.154 
116.237 
120.791 
Table 4.9 (Continued) 
Statement 
I am satisfied with my moral behavior. 
I can always take care of myself in any 
situation. 
I am just as nice as I should be. 
I am an honest person. 
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I try to please others, but I don't overdo it. 
I do my share of work at home. 
I like to look nice and neat all the time. 
I solve my problems quite easily. 
I am satisfied with the way I treat other 
people. 
I am true to my religion in my everyday life. 
I have a lot of self control. 
At times I feel like swearing. 
I am as smart as I want to be. 
I gossip a little at times. 
I do not like everyone I know. 
I shouldn't tell so many lies. 
Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what 
I ought to do today. 
I change my mind a lot. 
I am not interested in what other people do. 
I take the blame for things without getting mad. 
I do not forgive others easily. 
ltem No. Angle 
17 133.284 
89 140.684 
62 142.290 
95 144.452 
14 146.881 
77 147.896 
16 149.061 
60 152.298 
33 153.435 
74 155.075 
96 155.821 
93 158.620 
.. 
90 166.542 
3 168.450 
71 169.110 
59 170.116 
99 172.093 
32 172.130 
43 173.991 
31 177.964 
98 179.594 
6 180.979 
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Table 4.9 (Continued) 
Statement 
I get angry sometimes. 
I sometimes use unfair means to get ahead. 
I am too sensitive to things my family says. 
I quarrel with my family. 
I am popular with men. 
I do things without thinking about them first. 
I do not always tell the truth. 
I wish I didn't give up as easily as I do. 
Once in a while I think of things too bad to 
talk about. 
I sometimes do very bad things. 
I do not act like my family thinks I should. 
I try to run away from my problems. 
I have trouble doing the things that are right. 
I consider myself a sloppy person. 
I often act like I am "all thumbs". 
I am not the person I would like to be. 
I find it hard to talk with strangers. 
I am hard to be friendly with. 
I despise myself. 
I am mad at the whole world. 
I do not feel at ease with other people. 
I am a bad person. 
Item No. Angle 
49 182.935 
34 183.906 
87 185.711 
86 196.962 
23 187.947 
9 189.057 
26 189.337 
22 190.254 
12 192.045 
29 192.398 
53 194.275 
20 194.769 
25 195.301 
28 195.564 
19 200.864 
37 200.972 
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Table 4.9 (Continued) 
Statement 
I am no good at all from a social standpoint. 
Sometimes when I am not feeling well, I am 
cross. 
I am a poor sleeper. 
I do poorly in sports and games. 
I am a morally weak person. 
I am a nobody. 
I am losing my mind. 
I am a moral failure. 
My friends have no confidence in me. 
I feel that my family does~·t like me. 
I don't feel as well as I should. 
I am a sick person. 
I am a hateful person. 
I am not loved by my family. 
I am full of aches and pains. 
I would like to change some parts of my body. 
Item No. 
10 
11 
84 
27 
40 
85 
46 
39 
72 
''45 -
44 
82 
41 
38 
88 
4 
65 
81 
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Table 4.10 
Items Ranked by Angle Size 
Tennessee Self Concept Scale Female Distribution 
Angle 
9.5685 
18.8906 
26.8628 
28.8616 
33.1037 
33.3672 
35.3176 
36.0725 
37.3422 
37.6699 
38.4095 
38.8764 
39.0895 
39.6280 
39.7794 
40.0107 
40.1009 
40.2711 
40.4261 
Statement 
I have a family that would always help me in 
any kind of trouble. 
I am a member of a happy family. 
I would rather win than lose a game. 
I am an important person to my family and 
friends. 
I ought to go to church more. 
I feel good most of the time. 
I should trust my family more. 
I am satisfied with my relationship with God. 
I am true to my religion in my everyday life. 
I understand my family as well as I should. 
I am satisfied with my family relationships. 
I get along well with other people. 
I am satisfied to be just what I am. 
I am satisfied with my moral behavior. 
I do what is right most of the time. 
I have a healthy body. 
I am a decent sort of person. 
I should be more polite to others. 
I try to understand the other fellow's point 
of view. 
Item No. 
7 
35 
91 
97 
80 
13 
63 
2 
73 
18 
48 
70 
.. 
56 
79 
78 
5 
8 
69 
94 
47 
66 
54 
Angle 
40.5682 
41.1490 
41.2420 
41.7188 
41.7793 
41.7904 
41.8361 
41.9961 
42.5160 
42.6354 
42.7194 
43.8800 
43.9191 
44.0452 
44.4327 
44.9745 
45.3274 
45.7222 
45.8~00 
46.4024 
46.8406 
48.3551 
Table 4.10 (Continued) 
Statement 
I am a cheerful person. 
I am neither too fat nor too thin. 
I solve my problems quite easily. 
I see good points in all the people I meet. 
I give in to my parents. 
I am a friendly person. 
I should love my family more. 
I am an attractive person. 
I try to change when I know I'm doing things 
that are wrong. 
I like to look nice and neat all the time. 
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I try to please others, but'I don't overdo it. 
I try to be careful about my appearance. 
I wish I could be more trustworthy. 
I take a real interest in my family. 
I try to play fair with my family and friends. 
I am an honest person. 
I am a calm and easy going person. 
I take good care of myself physica1ly4 
I do my share of work at home. 
I am as sociable as I want to be. 
I ought to get along better with other people. 
I should have more sex appeal. 
Item No. Angle 
75 48.6330 
14 49.0619 
55 49.4248 
42 49.4761 
37 50.185 
36 50.1944 
24 50.3814 
64 51.7735 
21 52.3026 
61 58.0124 
30 58.7937 
6t 61.4960 
58 62.3521 
51 63.5676 
68 81 .006 
76 84.461 
57 86.082 
92 87.314 
83 100.486 
62 102.856 
100 117.925 
Table 4.10 (Continued) 
Statement 
I can always take care of myself in any 
situation. 
I am popular with men. 
I am as religious as I want to be. 
I am just as nice as I should be. 
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I would like to change some parts of my body. 
I like my looks just the way they are. 
I have a lot of self control. 
I am satisfied with the way I treat other 
people. 
I am a religious person. 
I treat my parents as well as I should. 
I am popular with women. 
I gossip a little at times. 
I am as smart as I want to be. 
Once in a while, I laugh at a dirty joke. 
At times I feel like swearing. 
I take the blame for things without getting mad. 
I shouldn't tell so many lies. 
I change my mind a lot. 
I do not .forgive others easily. 
I am too sensitive to things my family says. 
Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what 
I ought to do today. 
Item No. Angle 
50 127.057 
33 134.222 
89 136.302 
60 138.977 
95 140.477 
99 144.462 
93 144.987 
17 145.507 
77 152.223 
90 155.823 
74 156.621 
l6 158.781 
3 163.279 
34 165.227 
49 166.313 
32 166.936 
71 169.423 
96 169.439 
98 170.538 
15 171.563 
59 175.373 
31 178.107 
Table 4.10 (Continued) 
Statement 
I do not like everyone I know. 
Once in a while I think of things too bad to 
talk about. 
I sometimes use unfair means to get ahead. 
I wish I didn't give up as easily as I do. 
I quarrel with my family. 
I find it hard to talk with strangers. 
I try to run away from my problems. 
I get angry sometimes. 
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I do things without thinking about them first. 
I have trouble doing the th~ngs that are right. 
I sometimes do very bad things. 
I do not always tell the truth. 
I consider myself a sloppy person. 
Sometimes when I am not feeling well, I am 
cross. 
I am no good at all from a social standpoint. 
I am hard to be friendly with. 
I often act like I am 11 all thumbs 11 • 
I do not act like my family thinks I should. 
I do not feel at ease with other people. 
I am not interested in what other people do. 
I am not the person I would like to be. 
I am mad at the whole world. 
Item No. Angle 
6 178.195 
23 180.000 
22 181.751 
86 186.192 
43 188.452 
9 188.541 
25 188.880 
87 189.962 
26 190.563 
12 195.274 
20 197.047 
29 197.301 
··19 . 201 . 121 
28 203.170 
53 207.287 
52 356.662 
Table 4.10 (Continued) 
Statement 
I am a bad person. 
I am a morally weak person. 
I am a moral failure 
I do poorly in sports and games. 
I despise myself. 
I am a nobody. 
I am a hateful person. 
I am a poor sleeper. 
I am losing my mind. 
My friends have no confidence in me. 
I am a sick person. 
I feel that my family doesn't like me. 
I am full of aches and pains. 
I am not loved by my family. 
I don't feel as well as I should. 
I am neither too tall nor too short. 
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gradual increase in angle size as indicative of covering the surface 
of the circumplex. Examination of abrupt and large angle sizes can 
also be addressed as showing items which do not relate well to the 
total set of items. This relates to the hypotheses (Hypothesis 6) by 
establishing some meaning for self esteem. One can determine what the 
subjects found in the self esteem items in terms of their meaning in 
relation to the dimensions of the circumplex. 
The circle graphs (refer to Figures 4.1 through 4.19) were 
constructed to visually depict the relationship of items in each in-
ventory. Graph (see Figure 4.1) plots the items of the Lipsett In-
ventory using their angles. Figure 4.2 plots the items of the Cooper-
smith Inventory, with Figure 4.3 showing the Piers-Harris Inventory. 
Finally, Figure 4.4 shows the Tennessee items plotted on the circle 
with their angles. These figures show the male and female distribu-
tions fUr each inventory. The angles depicted in this fashion clearly 
demonstrate the relationship of items on each scale in reference to 
one another. Easy reference can be made to the previous tables (see 
Table 4.3 through 4.10) as to the content of items clustering to-
gether. 
The concentric circle graphs were also utilized to examine 
some of the inventories when separated into their component subscales. 
This was done for the Piers-Harris and Tennessee inventories. The 
research done on these inventories clearly delineates specific sub-
scales. Research on the Lipsett and Coopersmith did not evidence clear 
Figure 4.1 Lipsett Inventory 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
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Figure 4.6 
Sub. 270° 
Piers-Harris Popularity Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
12 2 



Figure 4.10 
Dom. 
goo 
Sub. 270° 
Piers-Harris Behavior Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
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Figure 4.11 
Dam. 
goo 
Tennessee Personal Self Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
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Figure4.13 
Sub. 270° 
Tennessee Social Self Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
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Figure 4.15 Tennessee Behavior Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
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Figure 4.17 
Dom. 
goo 
Tennessee Moral-Ethical Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
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,• 
0 
0 
Figure4.18 
Sub. 270° 
Tennessee Identity Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
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Figure 4.19 
Dom. 
9 0 
135 
0 
0 
~~~==~-+~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-- ~ 
Sub. 270° 
Tennessee Self Satisfaction Subscale 
Male - Outer Circle 
Female - Inner Circle 
.· / 
.. ' 
0 
..J 
1~ 
subscales for the items. It was believed that the 22 Lipsett adjec-
tives were too few in number to construct meaningful subscales; and 
although the Coopersmith is said to contain specific subscales, there 
is no definitive information to enable the discernment of which items 
would comprise the scales. That is to say that the Lipsett and 
Coopersmith profess to contain subscales, yet the literature does not 
define them by items. Therefore, the Lipsett and Coopersmith were not 
separated into their subscales due to this lack of information. 
Table 4.11 presents the subscales seen as identifiable com-
ponents of the Piers-Harris Inventory. (The Piers-Harris manual re-
fers to them as factors--they were obtained by factor analytic pro-
cedures.) The subscales were then plotted separately onto concentric 
circle graphs which depicted their male and female distributions for 
each of the subscales. The resultant vector calculated for each of 
the subscales was also plotted onto the graphs of each of the sub-
scales. 
The subscales (factors) are depicted in concentric circles 
(see Figures 4.5 to 4.10) and the relationship of the subscales to 
one another can be clearly seen as the reader moves from one page to 
the next. Items which loaded on two factors (presented in the Piers-
Harris manual) can also be examined as to their relationship on the 
circle comprising the circumplex. The discussion chapter will inter-
pret and evaluate the subscales in relation to one another, as well as 
differences obtained between Piers-Harris findings and circumplex 
Placement of the items. 
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Table4.ll 
Subscales for the Piers-Harris "How I See Myself 11 Scale 
(Numbers in parentheses indicate item is 
contained on another scale.) 
Behavior 
22 I do many bad things 25 I behave badly at home. 
35 I am obedient at home. 34 I often get into trouble. 
14 I cause trouble to my family. 78 I think bad thoughts. 
76 I can be trusted. 80 I am a good person. 
12 I am well behaved in school. 48 I am often mean to other 
31 In school I am a dreamer. people. 
64 I am clumsy. 56 I get into a lot of fights. 
13 It is usually my fault when 67 I am easy to get along with. 
something goes wrong. 59 My family is disappointed in 
32 I pick on my brother(s) and me. (4) 
sister(s). 4 I am often sad. 
Intellectual and School Status 
21 I am good in my school work. 70 I am a good reader. 
53 I am dumb about most things. 26 I am slow in finishing my 
66 I forget what I learn. school work. 
30 I can give a good report in 42 I often volunteer in school. 
front of the class. 49 My classmates in school think 
11 I am unpopular. (5) I have good ideas. (3 & 5) 
16 I have good ideas. 7 I get nervous when the teacher 
27 I am an important member of calls on me. (4) 
my class. 17 I am an important member of 
33 My friends like my ideas. (5) my family. 
9 When I grow up I will be an 12 I am well behaved in school. (1) 
important person. 57 I am popular. (3 & 5) 
5 I am smart. 
Ph~sical AQeearance & Attributes 
54 I am good looking. 57 I am popular with boys. (2 & 5) 
41 I have nice hair. 60 I have a pleasaRt face. 
29 I have pretty eyes. 73 I have a good figure. 
63 I am a leader in games and 16 I am strong. 
sports. 8 My looks bother me. (4 & 6) 
27 I am an important member of 49 My classmates in school think 
my class. (2) I have good ideas. (2 & 5) 
55 I have lots of pep. ( 4) 
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Table 4.11 (Continued} 
~ 
7g I cry easily. 37 74 I am often afraid. 7 
I worry a lot. 
I get nervous when the teacher 
calls on me. Male sex loads on this factor. 
28 I am nervous . l 0 
40 I feel left out of things. (5) 
I get worried when we have 
tests in school. 
6 I am shy. 8 My looks bother me. (3 & 5) 
I sleep well at night. 20 I give up easily. 44 
55 I have lots of energy. (3) 
£_opu 1 a ri ty 
58 People pick on me. 
3 It is hard for me to make 
friends. 
51 I have many friends. 
11 I am unpopular. (2) 
49 My classmates in school 
I have good ideas. 
57 I am popular with boys. 
Happiness and Satisfaction 
2 I am a happy person. 
think 
(2) 
39 I 1 ike being the way I am. 
52 I am cheerful. 
8 My 1 oo ks bother me. ( 3 & 4) 
36 I am 1 uc ky. 
46 I am among the last to be 
chosen for games. 
40 I feel left out of things. (4) 
1 My classmates make fun of me. 
33 My friends like my ideas. (2) 
77 I am different from other 
people. 
69 I am popular with girls. 
50 I am unhappy. 
43 I wish I were different. 
59 My family is disappointed in 
me. ( 1) 
38 My parents expect too much 
of me. 
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The final circle graphs (see Figures 4.11 to 4.19) depict the 
Tennessee Inventory separated into its component subscales. Table 4.12 
presents the subscales, taken from the manual, which are seen as repre-
sentative of the components of self esteem and/or self concept. 
Once again, the discussion chapter will elaborate on the re-
lationship of the scales to one another. The subscales can be system-
atically compared to the scales derived by Fitts and presented in the 
manual in relation to the subscales depicted by the circumplex. For 
example, if the subscales are considered to be the components of self 
concept or self esteem they would distribute themselves uniformly 
around the circle. The subscales should also appear to be separate 
entities; otherwise, what is the meaning of having separate subscales? 
Also, if the items produce redundancy in the areas of the circle that 
they cover--what is meant by self esteem? Using the circumplex dimen-
sions of Love-Hate and Submission-Dominance, in conjunction with the 
items placement, it is possible to establish what type of meaning 
these items reflect to the subjects who judged them. It is also 
possible to conjecture as to why self esteem scales do not produce 
high intercorrelations, which is, of course, a major criticism of 
instruments and the results taken from them. 
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Table4.12 
Subscales of the Tennessee Self Concept Scale 
Identity 
-
1 I have a healthy body. 2 I am an attractive person. 
3 I consider myself a sloppy 4 I am a decent sort of person. 
person. 6 I am a bad person. 
5 I am an honest person. 20 I am a sick person. 
19 I am full of aches and pains. 22 I am a religious person. 
21 I am a moral failure. 24 I have a lot of self-control. 
23 I am a morally weak person. 38 I am satisfied with my moral 
37 I would like to change some behavior. 
parts of my body. 39 I am satisfied with my rela-
40 I ought to go to church more. tionship to God. 
41 I am satisfied to be just 42 I am just as nice as I should 
what I am. be. 
55 I am as religious as I want 56 I wish I could be more trust-
to be. worthy. 
57 I s ho u 1 d n • t te 11 so many 58 I am as smart as I want to be. 
lies. 60 I wish I didn't give up as 
59 I am as smart as I want to easily as I do. 
be. 74 I sometimes do very bad things. 
73 I try to change when I know 76 I take the blame for things 
I'm doing something wrong. without getting mad. 
75 I can always take care of 78 I try to play fair with my 
myself in any situation. friends and family. 
77 I do things without thinking 
about them first. 
Self Satisfaction 
7 I am a cheerful person. 8 I am a calm and easy going 
9 I am a nobody. person. 
11 I am a member of a happy 10 I have a family that would 
12 
family. always help me in any kind 
My friends have no confidence of trouble. 
in me. 25 I am a hateful person. 
26 I am losing my mind. 27 I am an important person to 
28 I am not loved by my family. my friends and family. 
29 I feel that my family doesn't 30 I am popular with women. 
trust me. 44 I am satisfied with my family 
43 I despise myself. relationships. 
45 I understand my family as 47 I am as sociable as I want 
well as I should. to be. 
46 I should trust my family more. 
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Table 4.12 (Continued) 
self Satisfaction (Continued) 
48 I try to please others, but 62 I am too sensitive to things 
I don't overdo it. my family says. 
61 I treat my parents as well 65 I should be more polite to 
as I should. others. 
63 I should love my family more. 66 I ought to get along better 
64 I am satisfied with the way with other people. 
I treat other people. 81 I try to understand the other 
79 I take a real interest in my fellow's point of view. 
family. 84 I would rather win than lose 
80 I give in to my parents. in a game. 
82 I get along well with other 
people. 
83 I do not forgive others easily. 
Behavior 
13 I am a friendly person. 14 I am popular with men. 
15 I am not interested in what 16 I do not always tell the truth. 
other people do. 17 I get angry sometimes. 
18 I like to look nice and neat 31 I am mad at the whole world. 
all the time. 33 Once in a while I think of 
32 I am hard to be friendly with. things too bad to talk 
34 Sometimes when I am not feeling about. 
well, I am cross. 35 I am neither too fat nor too 
36 I like my looks just the way thin. 
they are. 49 I am no good at all from a 
50 I do not like everyone I know. social standpoint. 
51 Once in a while, I laugh at 52 I am neither too tall nor too 
a dirty joke. short. 
53 I don't feel as well as I 54 I should have more sex appeal. 
should. 68 At times I feel like swearing. 
67 I gossip a little at times. 70 I try to be careful about my 
69 I take good care of myself appearance. 
p hy s i ca 11 y. 85 I feel good most of the time. 
71 I often act 1 ike I am "a 11 86 I do poorly in sports and games. 
thumbs''. 88 I do what is right most of the 
72 I am true to my religion in time. 
my everyday life. 90 I have trouble doiDg the things 
87 I am a poor sleeper. that are right. 
89 I sometimes use unfair means 
to get ahead. 
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Table 4.12 (Continued) 
1 I have a healthy body. 2 I am an attractive person. 
3 I consider myself a sloppy 4 I am a decent sort of person. person. 6 I am a bad person. 
5 I am an honest person. 8 I am a calm and easy going 
7 I am a cheerful person. person. 
9 I am a nobody. 10 I have a family that would 
11 I am a member of a happy always help me in any kind 
family. of trouble. 
12 My friends have no confidence 13 I am a friendly person. 
in me. 15 I am not interested in what 
14 I am popular with men other people do. 
16 I do not always tell the truth. 18 I like to look nice and neat 
17 I get angry sometimes. a 11 the time. 
Moral-Ethical Self 
19 I am full of aches and pains. 20 I am a sick person. 
21 I am a religious person. 22 I am a moral failure. 
23 I am a morally weak person. 24 I have a lot of self-control. 
25 I am a hateful person. 26 I am losing my mind. 
27 I am an important person to 28 I am not loved by my family. 
my friends and family. 29 I feel that my family doesn•t 
30 I am popular with women. trust me. 
31 I am mad at the whole world. 32 I am hard to be friendly with. 
33 Once in a while I think of 34 Sometimes when I am not feeling 
things too bad to talk well, I am cross 
about. 36 I like my looks just the way 
35 I am neither too fat nor too they are. 
thin. 
Persona 1 Se 1 f 
37 I would like to change some 38 I am satisfied with my moral 
parts of my body. behavior. 
40 I ought to go to church more. 39 I am satisfied with my rela-
41 I am satisfied to be just tionship with God. 
what I am. 42 I am must as nice as I should 
43 I despise myself. be. 
45 I understand my family as 44 I am satisfied with my family 
well as I should. relationship. 
47 I am as sociable as I want 46 I should trust my family more. 
to be. 
143 
Table 4.12 (Continued) 
personal Self (Continued) 
-
49 
51 
53 
I am no good at all from a 
social standpoint. 
Once in a while, I laugh at 
a dirty joke. 
I don•t feel as well as I 
should. 
Family Self 
55 I am as religious as I want 
to be. 
57 I shouldn•t tell so many lies. 
59 I am not the person I would 
like to be. 
61 I treat my parents as well as 
I should. 
62 I am too sensitive to things 
my family says. 
64 I am satisfied with the way 
I treat other people. 
67 I gossip a little at times. 
68 At times I feel like swearing. 
70 I try to be careful about my 
appearance. 
72 I am true to my religion in my 
everyday life. 
Social Self 
73 I try to change when I know 
I•m doing something wrong. 
76 I take the blame for things 
without getting mad. 
78 I try to play fair with my 
friends and family. 
80 I give in to my parents. 
82 I get along well with other 
83 I do not forgive others easily. 
85 I feel good most of the time. 
86 I do poorly in sports and 
games. 
48 I try to please others, but 
I don•t overdo it. 
50 I do not like everyone I know. 
52 I am neither too tall nor too 
short. 
54 I should have more sex appeal. 
56 I wish I could be more trust-
worthy. 
58 I am as smart as I want to be. 
60 I wish I didn•t give up as 
easily as I do. 
63 I should love my family more. 
65 I should be more polite to 
others. 
66 I ought to get along better 
with other people. 
69 I take good care of myself 
physically. 
71 I often act like I am 11 all 
thumbs ... 
74 I sometimes do very bad things. 
75 I can always take care of my-
self in any situation. 
77 I do things without thinking 
about them first. 
79 I take a real interest in my 
family. 
81 I try to understand the other 
fellow•s point of view. 
84 I would rather win than lose 
in a game. 
87 I am a poor sleeper. 
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Table 4.12 (Continued) 
social Self (Continued) 
88 I do what is right most of 
the time. 
90 I have trouble doing the 
things that are right. 
Self Criticism 
91 I solve my problems quite 
easily. 
93 I try to run away from my 
95 I quarrel with my family. 
97 I see good points in all the 
people I meet. 
99 I find it hard to talk with 
strangers. 
89 I sometimes use unfair means 
to get ahead. 
92 
94 
96 
98 
100 
I change my mind a lot. 
I do my share of work at home. 
I do not act like my family 
thinks I should. 
I do not feel at ease with 
others. 
Once in a while I put off 
until tomorrow what I 
ought to do today. 
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Table 4.13 
Summary Table of the Resultant Vectors for the Subscales 
of the Piers-Harris and Tennessee Inventories 
Vector 
subscale Sine Cosine Angle Length k Value 
piers-Harris Inventort 
Behavior (M) .6359 -8.4026 175.672 8.42 .468 
Behavior (F) 1.7520 -9.9179 168.886 9.08 .504 
Intellectual & 6.6338 7.7364 40.612 10.19 .566 School Status (M) 
Intellectual & 
School Status (F) 8.6144 4.4845 62.499 9. 71 .539 
Phys i ca 1 App. (M) 5. 881 8.2888 35.356 10.16 .8472 
Phys i ca 1 App. (F) 7. 7165 6.5433 49.703 10.11 .8431 
Anxiety (M) 1.2929 -8.1286 170.962 8.23 .6858 
Anxiety (F) 2.3423 -8.2554 164.159 8.581 . 7151 
Popularity (M) 1. 3447 1.3287 45.342 1.890 .1575 
Popularity (F) 2. 9191 -1.6014 118.748 3.329 .2774 
Happiness & 1 .1164 -1.506 143.450 1 .874 .2082 Satisfaction (M) 
Happiness & 1.2807 -1.6094 141.488 2.056 .2285 Satisfaction (F) 
Tennessee Inventor~ 
Moral-Ethical (M) 2.2949 -6.8919 161.583 7.263 .4035 
Moral-Ethical (F) 3.8439 -7.3352 152.343 8.281 .4600 
Persona 1 (M) 7.4131 6.7422 47.713 10.02 .5566 
Persona 1 (F) 9.1611 6.9538 52.79 11 . 50 .6389 
Family Self (M) 10.482 4.3595 67.417 11.35 .6677 
Family Self (F) 12.183 4.339 70.396 12.932 .7607 
Social Self (M) 6.5817 2.2936 70.787 6.969 .387 
Social Self (F) 10.066 2.1093 78.165 10.284 . 5713 
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Table 4.13 (Continued) 
Vector 
subscale Sine Cosine Angle Length k Value 
Tennessee Inventor~ (Continued) 
-
Identity (M) 10.963 1.2038 84.733 11.028 .3803 
Identity (F) 15.0885 4.5447 73.237 15.758 .5433 
Self Crit. (M) 5.4924 -2.910 117.915 6. 215 • 621 
Self Crit. (F) 6.0633 -2.600 113.210 6.597 .659 
Self Sat is. (M) 10.702 9.6168 48.057 14.388 .479 
Self Sat is . (F) 11.828 8.6542 53.808 14.656 .488 
Behavior (M) 13.232 -2.9476 102.558 13.556 .451 
Behavior (F) 14.066 -1.2766 95.185 14.123 .470 
Physical (M) 8. 0261 1.6385 78.461 8.191 .455 
Phys i ca 1 (F) 7.5953 3.8454 63.147 8.513 .472 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION 
Overall, the major emphasis of this chapter will be to system-
atically address the descriptive research hypotheses stated in Chap-
ter III. These hypotheses were the central concern when planning this 
investigation. In addition, several additional questions and issues 
were encountered throughout the investigation and will be addressed, 
where appropriate. The exploratory nature of the data itself neces-
sitates that many of the issues be further investigated in future re-
search, since many of the interpretations presented here are viewed 
merely as descriptive explorations of the hypotheses at hand. 
Discussion of Results Supporting Hypothesis 1--Do the items show uni-
variately appropriate distributions on each of the two dimensions? 
The first area addressed in the testing of hypotheses dealt 
with the descriptive characteristics of the distributions of the 
frequencies of each of the items. A major focus of Hypothesis #1 
(randomness of distributions) was an evaluation of the subject's 
ability to successfully attend to the task presented to them. This 
point would be essential in drawing interpretive information from the 
data. As pointed out in Chapter IV, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two sample 
test was utilized to assess the subjects• comprehension of the task. 
Essentially, non-significance on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two sample 
test indicates the distribution was not responded to randomly by the 
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subjects. The distributions were separated by the sex of the respond-
ent to allow some evaluation as to whether this would produce differ-
ent distributions for the items. Distributions showing a difference 
due to the sex of the respondent should not be combined as information 
is distorted for that item. (If males and females respond to the 
items in different manners, the total score should reflect this dif-
ference.) Items that function differently for each sex raise ques-
tions as to their inclusion in an inventory given to both sexes. Some 
method of obtaining, as well as interpretin9, these differences is im-
portant to accurate appraisal of an individual•s score. 
The results presented in Chapter IV indicate some items that 
may produce distributions differing due to the sex of the respondent. 
The examination of these items can be related to several issues in 
self-esteem research. The first area would be the examination of the 
items in relation to the theory from which the inventory was con-
structed. Specific items may relate in a certain manner due to the 
theory. It would be hoped that theory-bound inventories would not 
produce sex typed items unless separate forms were produced by the 
inventory. For example, generally, the four inventories chosen for 
the present investigation produced few items differing in their dis-
tributions by sex of the respondent. 
The Lipsett Inventory: Taking each inventory separately, the 
Lipsett scale produced four adjectives (cooperative, obedient, cheer-
ful, and clean) on the dominance-submission continuum as having dif-. 
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ferent distributions for males and females. Three Lipsett items 
(kind, brave, and clean) on the love-hate continuum produced different 
distributions. It is noted that the adjective CLEAN produced differ-
ences on both dimensions. Reviewing the Lipsett literature, no sig-
nificant interpretation is gained as the major focus is one of posi-
tive vs. negative connotations attached to the adjectives. The adjec-
tives previously mentioned were seen as positive attributes. (The 
Lipsett literature sees jealous, bashful, and lazy as negatively con-
notated.) The distribution differences cannot be explained adequately 
by the theory itself. 
In relation to testing the circumplex, the scale placement of 
the adjectives was in reference to dominance-submission and then in 
reference to love-hate. The distribution differences reflect the 
meaning of the items in regard to those continuums. The first aspect 
to consider, in regard to the circumplex, is the frequencies for the 
items. The item cooperative (#12) on the dominance-submission dimen-
sion produced the following frequency distributions: 
#12 m 
#12 f 
12 10 11 15 37 23 37 31 56 
5 3 4 15 23 33 43 40 88 
The mean for males was 1.288 and for females was 2.1222. Looking at 
the frequencies of item placements and the respective means for males 
and females, it is likely that the significance of the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test is somewhat of an artifact. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 
analyzes the relative frequencies rather than the actual frequencies 
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and tests for significance between the largest relative differences in 
the frequencies. This could overlook or place an emphasis on a large 
frequency without acknowledging the presence of several other large 
frequencies. The placements of the female frequencies are slightly 
larger on the positive (dominance) end of the continuum, the +4 value 
evidencing the largest placement difference of 56 males and 88 females. 
considering the means and the specific frequency placements, one would 
conclude the significance on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results from 
an incremental difference on the 9 point rating scale. The direction 
of the means confirm this interpretation since both are positive and 
approximately one increment apart on the rating scale. 
The next items obedient (#18) and cheerful (#13) on the 
dominance-submission dimension produced the following frequency dis-
tributions: 
#18 m 12 4 13 10 45 37 27 36 47 
#18 f 6 1 9 17 56 25 31 36 71 
#13m 9 2 6 10 15 18 39 51 80 
#13 f 3 0 2 5 19 16 34 59 115 
Item #18 (obedient) had a mean of 1.177 for males and 1.892 for fe-
males. Item #13 (cheerful) had a mean of 1.663 for males and 2.458 
for females. Both of these items reflect the incremental difference 
of the previous item with the largest placement difference occurring 
at the +4scaling point. The less than one point difference between 
means of both of the items confirms the tentative nature of the sig-
nificance of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests. The significance appar-
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ently results from an incremental difference in the item placement 
rather than a directional or interpretive difference in the scaling of 
the item. It could be hypothesized that this incremental difference 
is an emphasis difference for the sexes. The emphasis of a subject 
when using a rating scale is clearly defined through this method. 
On the love-hate dimension, items #21 (clean), which was also 
significant on the dominance-submission continuum, #3 (kind) and #4 
(brave) produced significant differences on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
tests. Item #21 (clean) produced significance on both dimensions and 
had the following frequency distributions: 
#21 L-H m 3 1 6 12 12 22 21 53 101 
f 2 3 2 5 13 11 22 44 147 
#21 0-S m 13 8 8 12 33 23 20 34 86 
f 7 6 6 4 24 22 19 45 123 
Item #21 (clean) on the dominance-submission dimension has a mean of 
2.441 for females and a mean of 1.708 for males. On the love-hate 
dimension the mean was 3.008 for females and 2.545 for males. On 
both dimensions, item #21 (clean) shows the incremental difference. 
There is no significant difference in direction, only a large differ-
ence in the placement frequencies at the +4 sealing point. 
Items #4 (brave) and #3 (kind) produced the following fre-
quency distributions on the love-hate dimension: 
#3 m 
#3 f 
5 4 2 17 20 20 25 43 101 
2 1 1 4 16 12 39 51 130 
#4 m 
#4 f 
0 2 4 4 25 
6 4 7 4 31 
18 24 31 
21 29 50 
129 
104 
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The mean for item #3 (kind) on the love-hate dimension was 2.914 for 
females and 2.320 for males. Item #4 (brave) had a mean of 2.308 for 
females and a mean of 2.772 for males. Both items reflect the incre-
mental difference and again it occurs for the +4 scale placement point. 
Perhaps the clearest interpretation would be one of an emphasis placed 
on the item by females or males. Related to this aspect is the dif-
ference in the number of subjects for the distributions (i.e., 256 fe-
males and 233 males) and the artifact effect that has on the statisti-
cal procedures used to analyze the data. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 
analyzes the differences between the largest frequencies--this is 
obviously a different situation when interpreting the results if one 
sample has 20 subjects more than the sample it is compared with during 
the analysis. 
The Tennessee Self Concept Scale: On the Tennessee Inventory, 
ten items produced a significant difference on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
tests. The most interesting difference may have been item #7 (I am a 
cheerful person). The word cheerful showed a significant difference 
on the Lipsett scale also. The frequency distributions for item #7 
on the dominance-submission dimension was: 
#7 m 
#7 f 
3 2 2 3 18 20 21 23 24 
0 0 4 0 7 11 29 36 29 
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The mean on the dominance-submission dimension for item #7 was 1.176 
for males and 2.103 for females. This item shows the incremental 
change of previous items, but it is not as concentrated at one place-
ment point as the other items. The difference between means is almost 
one point, yet shows no directional change. The item is placed on the 
continuum at a more intense place but still in the direction of the 
positive end of the continuum. The difference in distributions is 
probably best viewed as a difference in emphasis, confirmed by the fre-
quency placement differences. 
The other items of the Tennessee scale, on the dominance-
submission dimension, which produced significance on the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov tests, had the following frequency distributions and means: 
# 8 m 9 2 12 14 30 12 10 11 14 mean .359 
# 8 f 1 3 8 4 16 20 21 25 18 mean 1 . 517 
#14 m 9 2 8 7 50 10 8 12 7 mean . 221 
#14 f 5 8 3 7 21 9 13 18 30 mean 1.333 
#18 m 6 5 5 7 19 8 13 18 34 mean 1.460 
#18 f 3 1 5 3 7 5 23 23 45 mean 2.365 
#37 m 18 6 7 7 38 16 5 6 12 mean - . 165 
#37 f 11 5 11 4 20 17 13 11 22 mean .692 
#67 m 4 2 4 10 39 11 15 10 16 mean .855 
#67 f 2 2 7 9 18 18 22 18 18 mean 1. 324 
#70 m 3 0 4 10 32 18 13 14 18 mean 1.142 
#70 f 1 3 2 9 11 19 13 20 37 mean 1. 973 
#78 m 4 2 4 11 22 14 17 18 23 mean 1.330 
#78 f 2 1 2 3 11 19 20 23 35 mean 2.155 
#82 m 3 3 9 10 23 20 20 10 16 mean . 921 
#82 f 3 5 5 6 9 14 23 22 26 mean 1. 654 
#85 m 
#85 f 
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9 2 9 7 26 12 18 12 26 mean . 729 
5 4 8 7 8 12 21 22 27 mean 1.517 
Reviewing the frequencies of these items and their means, most 
of the significance seen on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests appears to be 
an artifact of increment placement differences on the rating scale. 
As previously explained, the significant difference between distribu-
tions results from an emphasis rather than a substantial directional 
change in the frequencies. The means reflect the shifts in emphasis. 
The differences between means are approximately a difference of one 
point. The overall conclusion related to the testing of the first 
hypothesis is somewhat tentative in nature, namely, that the items pro-
duce distribution differences, yet individual examination does not 
provide strong support that the differences are due to the sex of the 
respondent. The only firm conclusion appears to be an emphasis dif-
ference for these items in terms of the sexes. That is to say that 
the circumplex does allow for individual differences in the rating of 
the items to be examined. This is, of course, a common complaint of 
inventories that the individual dispersions about the items are lost 
when only a total or summary score is obtained for the individual. 
The Coopersmith Inventory: The Coopersmith Inventory produced 
four items significant on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. On the domi-
nance-submission dimension the items were: 
#21 m 15 
#21 f 7 
10 
7 
17 
14 
16 55 24 
9 38 19 
23 34 41 mean .834 
32 39 89 mean 1.850 
#21 m 12 
#21 f 4 
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9 9 20 42 25 41 41 36 mean 1.110 
3 12 13 35 26 37 36 85 mean 1.936 
Again both of these items reflect an incremental difference on the 
frequency placements. The largest frequency placement difference ap-
pears on the positive+4 (dominance) point of the rating scale. On the 
love-hate dimension, items #21 (was also significant on the dominance-
submission dimension of the Coopersmith) and item #27 produced signifi-
cance on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The items produced the follow-
ing frequencies on the love-hate dimension: 
#21 m 16 9 11 12 30 14 23 46 71 mean 1. 538 
#21 f 4 5 5 8 20 20 39 52 100 mean 2.391 
#27 m 23 15 29 38 39 15 16 22 24 mean - .277 
#27 f 26 14 18 33 43 28 28 26 38 mean .389 
These items, as the previous ones, exhibit the incremental change in 
placement frequencies on the rating scale. Item #21 shows the obvious 
pattern of a large frequency difference in the +4 (positive) love end 
of the continuum used in the rating scale. Item #27 is less similar 
and does show a slight directional change when examining the means. 
Examining the item frequency placements, one notes that they tend to 
move in opposition slightly for the males when compared to the females. 
Males, in general, placed the item on the negative end of the continu-
um (115 total in categories -1 to -4) compared to the positive end of 
the continuum (77 total in categories +1 to +4). Females, in general, 
Placed the item on the positive end of the continuum (120 total in 
categories +l to +4) compared to the negative end of the continuum (91 
156 
total in categories -1 to -4). The neutral frequencies of 43 and 39 
are similar in size. The item itself 11 I like everyone I know. 11 ap-
pears to be scaled in reference to the love-hate dimension differently 
for the sexes. In terms of understanding what that scaling means, 
there are a number of possible interpretations. Perhaps the simplest 
interpretation is that a different meaning for that item is suggested 
for males and females in reference to the love-hate dimension of the 
circumplex and the item would not be viewed as a good item choice for 
an inventory. The interpretation of the item would need to be clari-
fied by the subjects before one could determine how to change the 
item. It would appear sufficient to decide not to include this item 
in inventories, although in the present inventory it has minimal ef-
feet, for there are few items to affect the distribution. 
The Piers-Harris "How I See Mxself., Scale: The Piers-Harris 
produced five items on the dominance-submission dimension resulting in 
significance on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test. The frequencies of these 
items were: 
#12m 11 6 7 7 18 13 19 9 30 mean .958 
#12 f 3 3 3 7 21 13 18 16 56 mean 2.050 
#24 m 13 7 10 7 14 11 16 13 27 mean .762 
#24 f 4 1 3 5 36 15 16 20 39 mean 1 .676 
#35 m 9 5 13 9 29 8 17 12 18 mean .533 
#35 f 6 2 9 6 38 6 14 18 40 mean 1. 395 
#57 m 8 9 6 8 40 12 19 9 10 mean .314 
#57 f 10 5 4 5 37 12 16 12 37 mean 1 . 159 
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#70 m 
#70 f 
12 8 6 9 
2 4 7 6 
18 9 
23 11 
26 18 15 mean .677 
18 25 44 mean 1.842 
Item #12 reflects the incremental change described in many of the 
previous items.· The largest frequency placement difference occurs at 
the positive (dominance) end of the continuum. The emphasis placement 
difference in the frequencies of 30 (males) and 56 (females) accounts 
for the little more that 1.00 difference in the means (.958 males and 
2.050 for females). Females rate this item (I am well behaved in 
school) more consistently on the positive end of the continuum than do 
the male subjects. The meaning of the item differs in emphasis for 
males and females in respect to the circumplex dimensions of love-hate 
and submission-dominance. The remaining four items #24, #35, #57, and 
#70 exhibit similar relationships between the male and female item 
placement frequencies and the size and direction of the means of 
these distributions. The interpretation of differences between the 
distribution, due to the sex of the respondent, is confirmed if viewed 
as an incremental difference on the rating scale. The incremental 
difference reflects an emphasis change and could affect the scores 
gathered by the inventory. The Piers-Harris format of answering "yes .. 
or 11 no" may not allow this incremental emphasis to be seen and/or 
examined. This is a central issue for the circumplex model, namely, 
to discern individual item dispersions and to use them to further 
refine one's ability to measure an attribute (in this paper the attri-
bute is self esteem). 
The Piers-Harris had six items on the love-hate dimension pro-
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ducing significance on the Ko1mogorov-Smirnov test. The frequencies 
of these items were: 
# 5 m 3 3 1 6 7 8 24 22 24 mean 2.279 
# 5 f 3 1 4 5 33 16 17 17 43 mean 1.762 
#15 m 2 2 0 5 9 6 19 23 55 mean 2.595 
#15 f 9 4 5 4 28 22 15 18 35 mean 1. 314 
#24 m 22 6 3 9 15 10 9 14 31 mean .613 
#24 f 4 6 2 7 20 16 20 19 46 mean 1.800 
#34 m 31 9 9 17 14 16 5 9 11 mean - . 735 
#34 f 55 11 14 16 30 5 2 3 3 mean -1.920 
#56 m 21 15 10 13 16 10 12 4 15 mean - .482 
#56 f 55 14 11 11 28 5 5 2 6 mean -1.824 
#63 m 7 5 6 7 19 11 16 17 32 mean 1. 333 
#63 f 15 10 13 15 31 13 10 6 26 mean .172 
These items again reflect the incremental differences in emphasis seen 
on the previous i terns. The means of the distributions differ by ap-
proximately one point and are on the same (positive or negative) end 
of the continuum used by the rating scale. Again the distributions 
differ due to a clearer rating of the items in terms of the love-hate 
dimension. The items are seen to function differently for the sexes 
by being easily attached to either dimension for one of the sexes and 
not so clearly rated by the other sex. The criticism of self esteem 
instruments not capturing the true range of individual variance in 
their scores is shown in these items. The manner in which these items 
function may account for some of the inconsistencies obtained when one 
seeks high correlations among self esteem inventories and does not ob-
tain them. In reference to Hypothesis I (Do the items show variance 
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on both dimensions?) it can be concluded that the items do show appro-
priate distributions and have been successfully scaled to the circum-
plex model. 
Discussion of HYPOthesis I--Do items scale to the Circumplex 
dimensions? 
In considering the two dimensions postulated by the circumplex 
(i.e., love-hate and dominance-submission), it was necessary to 
examine those items which evidenced means of zero on both of the dimen-
sions. Zero means on both of the dimensions would indicate the item 
has no relevance for the circumplex. The item is seen as non-scalable 
(in reference to the circumplex) and would be a poor item to include 
in an inventory. The reader is reminded that a non-scalable item 
could not obtain constitutive validity in the Interpersonal Trait 
Space, simply because it is not positioned by any other items. 
The Lipsett Inventory: Looking at each inventory separately, 
the Lipsett scale had no items with means of zero on both the love-
hate and dominance-submission dimensions. The means were tested for 
significance by the use of t-tests on the means. Those items produc-
ing a significance level of .01 or greater were considered as items 
whose distributions had means significantly different from zero and 
were thus seen as scalable to the circumplex dimensions. If the sig-
nificance level was not .01 the item was seen as having a mean equal 
to zero and both dimensions had to produce the zero mean to have the 
item interpreted as not relevant to the circumplex. 
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The Tennessee Inventory: The Tennessee Inventory produced two 
items for females with means of zero on both dimensions. Item #15 (I 
am not interested in what other people do.) and item #99 (I find it 
hard to talk with strangers.) had means of approximately zero on both 
the love-hate dimension and the dominance-submission dimension of the 
circumplex. Item #15 had means of -.469 (L-H) and .069 (S-0) and 
item #99 had means of -.543 (L-H) and .387 (S-D). Returning to the 
frequency distributions of these items, the conclusion is not as easily 
and clearly made in terms of the item having no relevance in the cir-
cumplex model. 
#15 f L-H 14 19 9 14 16 15 11 5 10 
#15 f S-D 10 12 7 11 27 14 16 9 9 
#99 f L-H 20 10 13 12 15 11 14 7 12 
#99 f S-D 9 8 15 9 22 10 13 12 18 
There is no large frequency placement near the zero (neutral) point of 
the rating scale. The frequency placements are distributed through 
the continuum and yet the sample is large enough to consider the mean 
as the best reflection of the most typical placement frequency. The 
clearest interpretation is that the items do not produce a clear po-
sition for themselves on the circumplex dimensions and are thus seen 
as poor items. They (i.e., the items) obtain no constitutive defini-
tion due to their lack of position on the circumplex, and therefore~ 
have no meaning in reference to the two postulated dimensions of love-
hate and submission-dominance. 
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The Tennessee Inventory had seven items evidencing means of 
zero on both of the dimensions of love-hate and dominance-submission. 
The items were: 
#14 m L-H 22 4 5 7 45 9 7 9 7 mean - .339 
#14 m S-0 9 2 8 7 50 10 8 12 7 mean .221 
#15 m L-H 18 8 7 9 24 17 17 9 7 mean - . 112 
#15m S-0 9 5 6 14 30 13 16 12 11 mean .413 
#17m L-H 20 12 15 11 13 10 12 7 11 mean- .327 
#17m S-D 10 12 11 12 14 14 13 6 23 mean .347 
#47 m L-H 32 8 2 9 26 6 6 11 16 mean - .431 
#47 m S-0 18 6 7 7 38 16 5 6 12 mean- .165 
#50 m L-H 22 7 8 11 20 9 14 4 21 mean .025 
#50 m S-0 9 7 10 13 26 15 14 4 18 mean .318 
#62 m L-H 15 14 11 6 35 10 7 4 11 mean- .442 
#62 m S-0 8 4 9 15 30 13 14 9 12 mean .342 
#92 m L-H 14 13 10 16 16 12 7 13 13 mean- .122 
#92 m S-0 10 3 6 15 25 15 12 14 12 mean .473 
Items #14, #15, and #62 show large frequency placements at the zero 
(neutral) point of the rating scale. The other items #17, #37, #50, 
and #92 appear to reflect a zero mean due to the use of the mean as a 
single representative score of the distribution. Regardless of the 
use specifically attached to the means of these items, the zero means 
reflect an item unable to position itself in the circumplex, so as to 
derive any benefit from constitutive definitions. 
The Coopersmith Inventory: The Coopersmith Inventory had 
three items on the female distribution which evidenced zero means on 
both the love-hate and dominance-submission dimension. The items were: 
# 3 f L-H 43 21 13 19 36 34 37 23 30 mean .066 
# 3 f S-0 25 24 20 20 62 33 22 18 31 mean .090 
#34 f L-H 44 19 25 20 57 20 14 16 38 mean - .217 
#34 f s-O 28 15 29 22 70 16 21 26 25 mean - .003 
#37 f L-H 48 10 13 10 80 7 12 21 53 mean .188 
#37 f S-0 36 16 17 13 88 20 17 17 28 mean - .087 
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Items #34 and #37 show the largest frequency placement at the zero 
(neutral) point of the rating scale. The means of zero for these items 
appear to reflect a consensus for the subjects. Item #3 has itself 
the largest frequency at zero on the dominance-submission dimension 
but the love-hate frequencies are more drawn out over the rating scale 
continuum. Item #3 may not as accurately reflect the non-scalable 
aspect as items #34 and #37. Item #3 may be scalable if another 
sample were utilized; at least on the love-hate dimension the non-
scalability is not clearly shown. 
On the male distribution of the Coopersmith Inventory, six 
items evidenced means of zero on both the love-hate dimension and the 
submission-dominance dimension. The items were: 
#3m L-H 42 21 14 14 52 19 24 17 32 mean- .114 
# 3m s-o 16 20 18 27 70 25 25 14 20 mean .042 
#17m L-H 30 16 29 23 50 18 20 16 31 mean - .081 
#17m S-0 19 13 20 24 57 27 22 24 23 mean .244 
#30 m L-H 37 14 23 19 55 25 22 13 25 mean - .201 
#30m S-0 2~ 7 18 11 63 30 29 19 30 mean .343 
#37 m L-H 59 7 9 8 56 4 10 13 67 mean .206 
#37 m s-o 29 15 12 14 74 19 14 14 39 mean .200 
#40 m L-H 40 26 22 13 33 28 21 14 34 mean - .203 
#40 m S-D 20 13 19 26 66 24 23 20 20 mean .116 
#41 m L-H 32 13 
#41 m S-0 18 12 
20 24 42 20 
22 19 60 39 
22 
24 
23 39 
19 17 
mean 
mean 
.246 
.178 
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Items #3, #17, and #30 show their largest frequency placement at the 
zero (neutral) point of the rating scale. The means of zero probably 
do reflect non-relevance of the items in relation to the circumplex 
dimensions of love-hate and dominance-submission. Item #37 has the 
largest frequency placement at zero on the rating scale for the domi-
nance-submission dimension, yet shows large frequencies at -4, 0, and 
~on the love-hate dimension. The zero mean on the dominance-submis-
sian dimension has a different connotation than the zero mean on the 
love-hate dimension. Subjects were rating the item consistently dif-
ferently on the love-hate dimension and this may be due to the indi-
vidual samples. It would be necessary to examine the individual 
sample frequencies distributions to determine if the large frequencies 
in -4, 0, and +4 hold for all samples of subjects. This is an impor-
tant issue which should be carefully addressed in future research. 
The samples could be taken as separate units, whereas, in the present 
investigation the combination was made in terms of the scales them-
selves. Items #40 and #41 exhibit a large zero frequency on the domi-
nance-submission continuum, but produce a zero mean on the love-hate 
continuum by utilizing the mean as the most representative score of 
the distribution. Such items may be scalable with different samples, 
clearer directions for scaling the items, or clearer meaning for the 
items. Again, if these items are seen as non-scalable, they should 
not be included in the inventory constructed through the use of the 
circumplex, because they do not derive any substantial benefit from 
its constitutive definitions. 
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The Piers-Harris Inventory: The Piers-Harris Inventory had no 
items on the female distribution evidencing means of zero on both the 
dominance-submission and love-hate dimensions. The following items on 
the male distribution had means of zero on both dimensions: 
#45 m L-H 30 6 4 6 10 7 10 4 43 mean .491 
#45 m S-D 24 5 6 8 17 8 11 11 30 mean .433 
#56 m L-H 21 15 10 13 16 10 12 4 15 mean - .482 
#56 m S-D 9 12 7 11 28 17 15 10 11 mean .206 
#57 m L-H 12 6 
#57 m S-D 8 9 
3 6 32 1 5 1 3 11 16 mean 
6 8 40 12 19 9 10 mean 
.526 
.314 
#71 m L-H 26 7 13 7 23 12 14 6 12 mean- .433 
#71 m S-D 10 8 7 9 29 14 13 12 18 mean .508 
#78 m L-H 26 20 5 10 22 7 9 1 21 mean - .595 
#78 m S-D 18 12 7 15 27 11 10 8 12 mean - .283 
Item #45 shows zero means are produced by the large frequency in the 
end points (-4,+4) of the rating scale. Items #56, #57, and #71 
spread the frequencies across the rating scale and show somewhat large 
frequencies at the zero (neutral) point of the rating scale. Item #78 
shows a tendency for extreme frequencies to cancel each other out. 
These items may be non-scalable ones in reference to the circumplex, 
and yet may merely reflect sampling differences. Another possibili.ty 
may be the effect of directions given to the subjects. Unfortunately, 
some inconsistency occurred in the collection of the data (administra-
tion of one dimension after another, clearer examples obtained after 
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trying some with the first sample, etc.). These nonmeasurable effects 
would have to be investigated before postulating absolutely that the 
items are not scalable in reference to the circumplex dimensions. In 
reference to self esteem research, in general, the point is well taken 
that the usual analytic procedures used to analyze scores do not ob-
tain nor do they attend to the implications of these results. The 
standard analytic procedures do not present these results and simply 
designate an item as significant or not significant. The individual 
dispersions that cause the significance or lack of it may reveal dif-
ferent perspectives to interpreting the item. 
Discussion of Figure Representations of the Data (Hypotheses 2, 3, 
4, and 5) 
Do the scales cover the circle? Where do the items plot on 
the circle? ~lhat is meant by self esteem?: After examination of the 
frequencies and the means, circle graphs depicting the item•s angular 
placement on the circle were used to discern some descriptive informa-
tion about the items. The concentric circle graphs were prepared for 
the following: 1) Male and Female distributions for each inventory, 
2) Male and Female distributions of the subscales of the Piers-Harris 
Inventory, and 3) Male and Female distributions of the subscales of 
the Tennessee Inventory. 
Issues related to coverage of the circle, assumed in the cir-
cumplex model, can be systematically addressed by examination of the 
quadrants. Figures 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 show the male and female 
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distributions of each inventory. It appears as though many of the 
items in each of the inventories are positioned in Quadrant I. These 
items all position themselves at similar points (many items have 
approximately the same angle) rather than adjacent points. Quadrants 
II and III contain the remaining portion of the items. Due to the 
small number of adjectives in the Lipsett scale, the coverage in Quad-
rants II and III is not as obvious as the other three inventories. 
Quadrant II appears to spread the items along the quadrant, yet this 
coverage is not of an even and/or uniform spacing of the items. The 
clustering (of several items with approximately equal angles) of items 
occurs again in Quadrant II and affects the Piers-Harris items more 
than other inventories. Quadrant III has items in the initial third 
of the quadrant. Items do not appear in substantial number past the 
220°designation on the circle. The inventory best represented in this 
quadrant appears to be the Piers-Harris Inventory, yet the representa-
tion is a crowded cluster of the items. 
The lack of items in Quadrant IV indicates this trait space is 
not attended to by the self esteem inventories. If the assumptions 
put forth by the circumplex are valid, this is an area for which items 
need to be found. It is also interesting to note that all the inven-
tories cover the circle in much the same manner and produce essential-
ly no coverage in Quadrant IV. One would expect these inventories to 
correlate substantially and this is not usually seen as the case. 
Perhaps this occurs as a result of specific items. (An example would 
be the coverage of the Piers-Harris in Quadrant II as compared to the 
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coverage of the Coopersmith or Tennessee in Quadrant II.) A somewhat 
difficult phenomenon to explain is the .68 correlation found between 
the Lipsett Inventory and the Piers-Harris Inventory (Wylie, 1974). 
This moderately low correlation reflects the various item placement 
differences in the circumplex system and would be difficult to sub-
stantiate empirically since the Lipsett has 22 adjectives and the 
Piers-Harris has 80 items. That is to say the coverage of the two in-
ventories appears to confirm the measurement of a similar attribute, 
but the difference in the number of items between the two inventories 
compounds any empirical decision that this is truly the case. The low 
correlations found in the literature among self esteem inventories are 
clarified by the placement of items within the circumplex. It is ap-
parent in these circle graphs where items cluster and, therefore, pre-
sumably measure a similar attribute; it is also clearly shown where 
they do not. 
In attempting to examine the inventories more directly, graphs 
were prepared of each inventory with their male and female angle dis-
tributions plotted on the circle. Figure 4.1 shows the Lipsett Inven-
tory. The major clustering of items occurs in Quadrant I; three items 
plot in Quadrant II. The items do not in any manner provide adequate 
coverage to the circle. With only 22 items, interpretations as to why 
seem dependent on increasing the number of items. It is of obvious 
interest that the items in Quadrant I plot to an area on the circle 
that all of the inventories seem to be able to provide some representa-
tion with their items. This area of the circle has an obvious commu-
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nality for all of the inventories. Overall, the inventories capture 
this dimension well for each of the scales. 
Figure 4.2 shows the angles of the Coopersmith Inventory 
plotted on the circle. The male and female distributions can be 
roughly compared in this manner. Generally, the male and female dis-
tributions are similar in coverage of the circle. Quadrants I, II, 
and III contain the majority of the items. The male distribution pro-
duces more of a clustering at the -4 (Hate) point of the axis. The 
ratings of males are more extreme or definite in their placement of 
items. (By definite is meant the use of the end categories.) Items, 
in general, plot to approximately similar areas of the circle and 
individual item differences will be examined later in this chapter 
(through the use of Tables 4.3 through 4.10). In general, item dif-
ferences indicate an item unsuitable for an inventory because of its 
differential influence on an individual's score. One of the applica-
tions of the circumplex model is clarification of items (i.e., clari-
fication of the item in regard to meaning in the circumplex, as well 
as clarification of its effect in an inventory). 
The Piers-Harris Inventory graph of angles produced a similar 
clustering of items for its male and female distributions (i.e., a 
definite cluster in Quadrant I and another in the initial area of 
Quadrant III). This pictorial representation does not allow one to 
specifically say whether the males or females scale the items in a 
significantly different way. (This issue will be addressed using 
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Table 4.3 later in this chapter.) In summary, the knowledge gained 
from the examination of the circle graphs is that coverage of the 
circle is inadequate and not uniform in placement around the circle. 
The substantial conclusion drawn is that much remains to be done in 
adequately sampling the affective domain of self esteem items. In re-
gard to the circumplex, the non-coverage of Quadrant IV indicates that 
self esteem inventories do not relate sufficiently highly to one 
another. 
An examination of Figure 4.4, of the male and female distribu-
tions of the Tennessee, shows that coverage of the circle is somewhat 
restricted to Quadrant I, II, and the initial portion of Quadrant III. 
A definite clustering (crowding) of items appears in Quadrant I and is 
less apparent in Quadrant II and III when compared to the Coopersmith 
and the Piers-Harris Inventories. The Tennessee has the greatest num-
ber of items and appears to spread them across Quadrant II as compared 
to the Piers-Harris and the Coopersmith. The distribution of items is 
not uniform but covers more area than the other inventories. Again, 
this may be due to the number of items on the Tennessee, yet may occur 
due to the meaning of the items themselves. This inventory presented 
the largest overt difficulty to the subjects; many needed synonyms for 
words (i.e., moral failure, despise, sex appeal, etc.) and examples 
for some of the items (i.e., I am a moral failure; I quarrel with my 
family). This may have produced some of these results. One way to 
speculate some consistency is to compare the inventories to each other. 
As previously mentioned, the items plot much the same in regard to Quad-
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rants I, II, and the initial area of III, as did items in the Piers-
Harris and Coopersmith Inventories. Considering this aspect, one can 
cautiously assume that the items were sufficiently comprehended to be 
scaled. The differences noted would be regarded as differences in 
item meaning. The female distribution on the Tennessee appears to pro-
duce the most overt clustering of items in Quadrant I. The lack of 
coverage occurs in the same areas of Quadrants II and IV as it did in 
the other inventories. 
Circle graphs (see Figures 4.5 through 4.10) depict the sub-
scales of the Piers-Harris Inventory (Chapter IV presented the items 
contained in each subscale in Table 4.11). As noted in Chapter IV, 
several items are repeated on the scales. The redundancy in items 
questions the idea of the subscales as representative components or 
dimensions of self esteem. The graphs clearly show that the subscales 
concentrate themselves heavily in a small band in Quadrant I. Items 
also appear in Quadrants II and III but are less concentrated in 
their placements. The scale denoted as Physical Appearance and Attri-
butes has only one item {#8) which scales outside of Quadrant I. Just 
as it was evident in the total inventory graph of the Piers-Harris, 
the items are neither uniform in placement nor do the items cover the 
circle area. The conclusion is that the items do not adequately 
sample the domain of appropriate items in the area of self esteem. 
The items, in covering the same area of the circle, cannot be seen as 
depicting areas of self esteem if no items represent those areas of 
the circle. In terms of the Piers-Harris Inventory, the male and 
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female distributions do not appear to differ in a substantial manner. 
All things considered, the major conclusions drawn from the circular 
graphs of the Piers-Harris subscales are the poor coverage of the 
circle and the redundancy of coverage among the scales. Table 4.13 
presented a summary table of resultant vectors calculated for the sub-
scales of the Piers-Harris. Essentially the resultant vectors assess 
the dispersion of the points of the subscales on the circle. The k 
value given in the table reflects the ability of the subscale to be 
seen as an integral whole (probably confining itself to one area on 
the circle) as compared to being spread around the circle. The value 
of k can range from 0 to 1 with integral subscales approaching the 
1 value. It is apparent from the table values that the subscales of 
the Piers-Harris do not exhibit this quality. 
The Tennessee subscales are shown in Figures 4.11 through 
4.19 for the male and female distributions. As seen on the full scale 
graph, the Tennessee subscales cover more area on the circle than the 
other inventories. Items plot into Quadrants I, II, and III with a 
clustering of items occurring in Quadrant I. The redundancy, which 
occurred on the Piers-Harris Inventory, also appears with the Tennes-
see subscales. As previously stated, this redundancy raises the 
question as to the uniqueness of the subscales. With many of the 
items scaling to similar areas of.the circle, there is a question as 
to their uniqueness. Another concern is the lack of coverage on the 
circle and the tendency to represent the subscales as the major com-
ponents of self esteem. Table 4.13 lists the resultant vectors cal-
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culated for the Tennessee subscales and shows low k values; again, 
this would indicate that the subscales of the Tennessee do not repre-
sent an integral whole and are too spread around the circle to be con-
sidered a unified dimension of self esteem. In other words, the idea 
that the subscales are the components of self esteem is not validated 
by these results (answering Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4 negatively by show-
ing the Trait Space as inadequately covered). 
Discussion of What is Meant by Self Esteem if the Scales Limit Their 
Coverage (Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6)? 
If scales limit themselves on the circle--what is meant by 
self esteem? This can be considered from two sources of information: 
the circle graphs as well as Table 4.5 through 4.12, which list the 
items by their angle size. The scales can be examined together as 
most appear to plot in a similar fashion. The circle plots taken in 
conjunction with the tables demonstrate that items cluster midway be-
tween the poles of Dominance and Love. There is also a clustering 
effect by the pole Hate yet a more gradual spreading of the items in 
Quadrant II through the area connecting Dominance to Hate. This was 
seen in the interpretation of items as they are ranked by their angle 
size. An examination of this ranking evidenced the positve and nega-
tive trend to the items. This would also be consistent with the di-
mension of Love-Hate itself as it reflects a positive/negative asp~ct 
of the scaling method itself. The Dominance-Submission dimension is 
not that adequately covered and can be the result of several factors. 
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one idea is that the items chosen for this study (Lipsett~ Coopersmith~ 
piers-Harris~ and Tennessee) reflect only, or to a greater degree~ 
positive/negative aspects of self esteem. Many of the studies con-
ducted on these scales produce a general factor which is seen as re-
flective of a global (sort of general) type of self esteem. Perhaps 
this global self esteem is the comparison of positive vs. negative 
aspects taken in ratio to one another. (Several of these inventories 
use the summary method in just that manner--healthy and/or good self 
esteem is reflected in a higher number of positive statements chosen.) 
Relating this to separate components or dimensions of self esteem, the 
circumplex confirms the positive effect one needs in reference to 
one's self, if they are to be seen as having appropriate self feeling. 
Another issue is to relate to this behavior ~hich, obviously cannot be 
done without some behavioral measure. 
The obvious hypothesis of do the scales measure a limited arc 
is affirmed as a positive/negative ratio. Perhaps this is the essence 
of self esteem and the positive/negative ratio would apply to any area 
postulated as a component for self esteem, namely, the literature pre-
sents some support for high self esteem as a pervasive element for 
people and their activities. The only reservation for this point of 
view would be if the self esteem were of a defensive type and indi-
cated no awareness of limitations for the individual. The investiga-
tion cannot determine this and again it would be the providence of re-
sponse styles on the inventories used as measures of self esteem and 
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not as they were utilized in the present study as inventories studied 
for their scaling properties. 
The last type of descriptive analysis attempted in this inves-
tigation utilizes Tables 4.3 through 4.10. These tables presented in 
the Results Chapter present the items in rank order by their angle 
size. The interpretive purpose of these tables is an examination of 
the items in relationship to each other. Since the expectation is that 
similar types of items would be adjacent to one another, the major pur-
pose of circumplex scaling is to provide constitutive definitions. 
Each scale needs to be examined individually and the male distribution 
is separated from the female distribution. (The distributions are 
separated in order to determine if there are any differences due to 
the sex of the subject.) 
The Lipsett Inventory: Beginning with the Lipsett Inventory, 
both the male and female distributions scale to approximately the same 
range on the circle (30°tO 5~). The last three adjectives (bashful, 
lazy, and jealous) scale between ll8°and 180°on the circle. These 
adjectives are considered negatively connotated in the Lipsett litera-
ture; and their obviously different scaling results point out their 
separateness from the other adjectives. Some adjectives such as #12 
(cooperative) scale approximately 10° apart and may influence results 
if summary methods are used to obtain a score. Item #4 (brave) shows 
a 10o difference from the male and female distributions and may re-
flect a stereotypic difference for males and females. The literature 
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related to stereotypes between the sexes was not examined for this re-
search since the major emphasis was an explanation of the difficulties 
inherent in self esteem research and their inventories. 
Basically, the Lipsett distributions do not differ a great 
deal. The circumplex scaling shows the items as related to one 
another by their angle placements. The difficulty with the Lipsett In-
ventory is the small number of adjectives and their lack of coverage 
on the circle. A larger number of items would allow a broader examina-
tion of the area comprising the circle, as well as the relational def-
initions obtained by the items• placements into the circumplex system. 
However, the similar scaling of Lipsett adjectives does appear to ap-
proach the consensual merit postulated by the circumplex model. In 
other words, the adjectives are somewhat agreed among in terms of 
meaning and their similar placements indicate an appropriate way to 
ascertain the 11 meaning 11 usually attached to the adjective. This as-
pect is of essential importance to analysis of an individual 11 true 11 
score on a self report inventory. 
The Coopersmith Inventory: The Coopersmith Inventory has 
58 items and will be examined as to whether the items of similar angle 
Placement show some type of 11 Similar content 11 to the items. Do the 
items which scale together have a relation to each other in terms of 
the items• meaning? Using Tables 4.5 and 4.6 and examining the male 
distribution first, the items (to a large degree) which scale from 7° 
to 57o appear to have a comnon 11 theme 11 to them. The items as you read 
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through them appear to represent a self confident and/or self assured 
attitude for the individual. An obvious shift occurs with Item #27 
whose angle also jumps to 108°. The shift now appears to represent a 
negative or defeatist attitude toward the self. This attitude appears 
to run through the remainder of the items. Specific areas can be 
picked up, in regard to self, school, and home; yet essentially the 
negatively toned attitude is apparent in the items. The most inter-
esting items (may be incidental and/or coincidental) are the last two 
items which begin to move away from the group with angles 234° and 
357° and are items related to parents. Not all "parent'' items scale 
here, but it is interesting to note their placements and to speculate 
as to what they capture for an individual, as this area was the least 
covered in the circumplex. Both items (My parents expect too much of 
me., and My parents usually consider my feelings.) differ in content 
and yet reflect a judgment by the individual as to their perception of 
their parents' actions. As mentioned before, it is evident that this 
area of the circump1ex is not really represented by the items of any 
of the inventories and this lack of coverage may not be defined, ex-
cept through future research. The two divisions in the items for the 
male distribution appear to confirm the circumplex dimensions. The 
confidence that the subjects comprehended the task was addressed by 
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov two sample test and further augments confidence 
in the items as reflective of the circumplex dimensions. The author 
approaches this in a dubious frame of mind as a great deal of diffi-
culty was evidenced by the subjects in utilizing the Submission-
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oominance dimension. The author also wonders what type of scaling 
would have been produced for the items if the dimensions were differ-
t It is acknowledged that previous circumplex research {Rinn, en • 
1g65) confirmed these dimensions as applicable to the Interpersonal 
Trait Space. It is further acknowledged that many more items would 
have received zero (neutral) scale values if the items were n.ot seen 
as relevant to these dimensions. A possible explanation may lie in 
the past studies being done with adults and the dimensions may func-
tion differently for them. The children in this study could be com-
pared to adults in future research and some insight into this area 
could be gained. 
The female distribution of the Coopersmith Inventory has a 
large number of items scaling from 8° to 95° which appear to reflect 
the self assuredness which was also found on the male distribution. 
The range is larger and there are more items "uncharacteristic .. of 
the positive vein in the female distribution than were present in the 
male distribution. This may reflect a tendency for females to rate 
the items less extremely (using end categories) than the males. The 
larger range of angles also confirms a spreading out of the items on 
the scale. Item #20 (I am never unhappy.) scales at 123° to begin the 
negatively based attitude which was seen on the male distribution. 
This item is particularly interesting due to its 11double negative .. 
quality and the difficulty the subjects had in determining the direc-
tion and, therefore, in scaling its meaning. The item appears in this 
context on the male distribution and scales at 157°. The scaling of 
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this item may point to the use of the circumplex in pointing out "poor 11 
;tems or items that are misunderstood. There is also a general agree-
ment in English as to not using 11 double negatives". Another interest-
ing item is #26 {My parents expect too much of me.) which scales at 
226° for the female distribution and receives the identical rank of 79 
on the male and female distribution. The last item on the female dis-
tribution is item #37 (I really don't like being a girl (or boy).) and 
differs from the male distribution which ended with item #19. This 
points out the inability to decide what type of items scale into that 
large gap on the circumplex. {Apparently, Item #37 did cause mis-
understanding for many of the subjects--they did not understand the 
parentheses and could have created a very different item by ignoring 
it.) 
In summary of the placement of items from the Coopersmith In-
ventory, the placements appear to group themselves by the positive or 
negative content of the items themselves. Items not appropriately 
logical appear to represent possible misinterpretation when compared 
to the researcher's meaning (i.e., item #20, I am never unhappy, was 
probably seen as a positive attribute and yet scaled into the negative 
side of the circumplex). Many inventories design some of their items 
to run opposite to the majority so as to lessen response bias problems 
or acquiescence on the part of the subjects. This may be unnecessary 
or inappropriate for children attempting to understand the items. 
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The Piers-Harris Inventory: The Piers-Harris Inventory has a 
large number of items with angle placements ranging from 21° to 51° on 
the male distribution. These items reflect the positive attitude seen 
on the other inventories. Item #52 (I am cheerful.) scales within 20° 
in either direction of the item #13 (cheerful) on the Lipsett scale 
and is a strong statement in support of the constitutive definitions 
to be derived from the circumplex. Item #71 (I would rather work alone 
than in a group.) scales at 130° and begins the negatively toned 
statements. These positive and negative aspects appear on the other 
inventories. The last item on the Piers-Harris, #38 (My parents ex-
pect too much of me.), scales very similarly to the same item on the 
Coopersmith Inventory. The appropriateness of that scaling point 
could be verified in 1 ater research through the use of category 
labels and specific interval sizes around the circle. 
The female distribution of the Piers-Harris has a large number 
of items scaling in a range of 31° to 73° which appear to reflect a 
positive attitude. The self confident, self assured attitude seen on 
the other inventories appears on the Piers-Harris distributions. On 
the female distribution items #45 (I hate school.) and #71 (I would 
rather work alone than with a group.) scale to relatively isolated 
areas of the scale. In comparison to the male distribution where 
item #71 was firmly embedded in the negatively toned items, this item 
may reflect a definite difference for males and females. The item may 
be a 11 poor 11 choice for an inventory due to its differential effect for 
males and females. Item #71 isolates itself on both distributions and 
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maY need further clarification for meaning. Working alone could sig-
nal isolation as well as independence and this may cause its scaled 
value in the circumplex (isolation may scale with hate/submission and 
independence may scale with love/dominance). The remaining items on 
the female distribution scaled from 150° to 219°, reflecting the nega-
tive aspect of the content of the items. 
Summarizing the Piers-Harris Inventory, similar results are 
obtained when compared to the Lipsett and Coopersmith Inventories. A 
positive and negative separation of the items is evident and seems to 
reflect the content of the items. Within a certain range the items 
are placed in similar areas of the circle and appear to support the 
notion of constitutive definitions put forth by the circumplex model. 
Items to a large part can be clearly identified as 11 poor 11 items due to 
large scaling value differences encountered in examining the item 
placements. The circumplex in future research is regarded as having 
category labels and equal intervals dividing the circle and this 
would further restrict the angle size differences between "good 11 and 
"bad" items. Until that is accomplished the general interpretations 
presented here are the only appropriate ones and they are tentative in 
nature. The initial conclusion would seem to be in confirmation of 
the circumplex•s ability to establish some type of relational validity 
amongst the items and their meanings. 
The Tennessee Inventory: The last inventory to be examined is 
the Tennessee scale. The reader is reminded that the Tennessee ex-
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hibited the greatest difficulty for the subjects. Many items required 
synonyms for words, additional explanations, and numerous examples 
before the subjects appeared to be able to scale the inventory on 
their own. This inventory was also constructed for adult measurement 
of self esteem and the norms were interpolated down to age 12. The 
subjects, in this study, ranged from 10 years old to 12 years old. 
These aspects need to be kept clearly in mind while reviewing the re-
sults of scaling the Tennessee scale. 
On the male distribution of the Tennessee scale, a large num-
ber of items scale from .60° to 95° (the majority falling between 20° 
and 50°). The items, for the most part, reflect the positive, self-
affirming attitude seen in the other three inventories. Gaps in this 
positive vein begin to appear at the 50° angle and steadily begin to 
increase through the 90° angle. The items in this range reflect 
realistic appraisal of not totally positive attributes (i.e,, #68 At 
times I feel like swearing, #67 I gossip a little at times, #50 I do 
not like everyone I know, and #57 I shouldn't tell so many lies). 
As angle size increases past 100°, the shift in effect becomes 
more negatively toned with a concentration of the responsibility on 
the self (i.e., #92 I change my mind a lot, #83 I do not forgive 
others easily, #89 I sometimes use unfair means to get ahead, #95 I 
quarrel with my family, #60 I wish I didn't give up as easily as I do, 
etc.). This negativity ~ppears to increase with the angle size and by 
the time one reaches 180°, the items reflect a disdain for the self 
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(i.e., #6 I am a bad person, #49 I am no good at all from a social 
standpoint, #23 I am a morally weak person, #26 I am losing my mind, 
#27 My friends have no confidence in me, #20 I am a sick person, and 
#28 I am not loved by my family, etc.). There appears to be no change 
in content emphasis at the end of the Tennesses as was seen with the 
final items of the Piers-Harris and Coopersmith. The Tennessee has 
the largest number of items and yet it also tends to confirm the 
existence of the positive vs. the negative aspects of content. The 
Tennessee also appears to have a larger number of negative than posi-
tive items and this may also be seen on the other inventories. (The 
Lipsett does contain more positive adjectives.) This may be reflec-
tive of the purpose of the Tennessee scale with its adult orientation. 
The negativity seen on all the inventories may say something about 
the manner in which researchers choose to construct inventories. 
The female distribution of the Tennessee produced similar re-
sults. A large number of items scale from go to 87° and are positive 
in nature. As the items approach the 80° point they exhibit the 
realistic aspect of slightly negative/positive statements as was seen 
in the male distribution (i.e., #68 At times I feel like swearing, 
#57 I shouldn't tell so many lies, #92 I change my mind a lot, etc.). 
The items begin to take on a more negative feeling past the 100° 
point. The items exhibit the strongest negative tone as the angles 
reach the 160° point. This was also seen in the male distribution and 
it continues to the end of the items scaled at 207°. There is one 
item #52 (I am neither too tall nor too short.) which scales very 
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singularly for the females in comparison to the males. The investi-
gator recalls many subjects had difficulty determining what this item 
meant. It appeared as though "being just right" was not a synonym 
the subjects produced for themselves while scaling this item. It is 
noted that the males scaled this item at .60° compared to the females 
scaling it at 356°. The item is unusual as to the angle and yet does 
scale into a comparable area of the circumplex. Again, this item ap-
pears to confirm the use of the circumplex in establishing constitu-
tive definitions. This item, although scaled differently, would 
position itself within an interval of 20° in size. This is a future 
concern to be addressed by further circumplex research. 
The circle graphs and tables of angles and item statements 
directly answer Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 which are all interre-
lated hypotheses. It is obvious the scales alone or taken together 
fail to cover the Interpersonal Trait Space. The scales, therefore, 
depict only a limited aspect (or meaning) of self esteem. And 
finally, the scales are rather similar in the areas they do provide 
coverage for on the Interpersonal Trait Space. 
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY 
In summarizing the information to be drawn from this study~ 
the logical perspective would be to relate it to the circumplex model. 
Guttman's (1954) general structure of a doubly ordered system por-
trayed by a two-dimensional diagram is considered the theoretical 
base of the circumplex. The items were scaled twice and fitted into 
the cartesian coordinate system through the use of their angles. The 
relevance of the circumplex as presented by Wiggins (1973) is seen as 
resolving many theoretical discrepancies by creating empirical rela-
tions in support of inferences drawn which are based on stable and 
consistent observable responses. These observable responses are seen 
as reflecting the particular construct (here it is self esteem) (Jack-
son and Messic, 1967). The theory from Guttman (1954) implies that 
the variables cannot be rank ordered from least to most, but create a 
circular order of equal rank. Thus, the variables are ordered on a 
circle with no beginning or end and these circularly ordered variables 
are the circumplex. The estimation procedures utilizing the vectorial 
method for circular scales were introduced into the literature by 
Ross (1938). These estimation methods assume that the values on the 
circular scale are on the circumference of a circle of unit radius and 
for convenience express the vectors as polar coordinates. 
This theoretical base explains the circumplex modeling tech-
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nique and its present relevance is seen in respect to self esteem in-
ventories. In the present investigation the circumplex did order the 
items onto the circle and demonstrated some facility in grouping simi-
lar items together. The property of the circumplex which emphasizes 
the establishment of empirical· relations among the items is seen as 
accomplished through the placement of items and the constitutive re-
lations derived from the placements. In reference to the present 
data, the placements did appear to exhibit similarity. There was a 
difference to the scale placements of items of different content. The 
scales did exhibit items which varied in their placement due to their 
scaling being accomplished by males or females. Such items indicate 
the necessity of empirically determining differing connotations. The 
present study demonstrated that some of the distributions differ by 
sex of the respondent due to an emphasis difference. Distribution dif-
ferences of an incremental nature may, however, reflect a statistical 
artifact produced by differing numbers of subjects or a large fre-
quency falling at one rating point. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test also 
utilizes relative frequency differences and cannot take into account 
the absolute frequencies and information may be misconstrued due to 
the technique itself and careful examination of the frequencies must 
be made. 
The circumplex also indicated that the inventories chosen in 
this study did not provide adequate coverage of the circle. None of 
the inventories singularly or together managed to cover the circle. 
This indicates an inadequate sampling of the domain when the invento-
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ries were constructed for measuring self esteem. The coverage of the 
inventories chosen in this study also confirmed some redundancy among 
the scales in regard to the areas of the circle where they provide 
coverage. Although this aspect confirms the measurement of some simi-
lar attribute or component, there also were large gaps within the cir-
cumplex system. These gaps are said to indicate the domain not 
sampled and, in regard to this study, the gaps appear to occur in sub-
stantially the same areas for each inventory. The suggestion would be 
the development of items which would scale into these areas of the 
circumplex and thus strengthen the inventory through adequate repre-
sentation of items. 
Another issue addressed by the present circumplex findings 
would be some insight into present discrepancies among self esteem 
inventories. This is gained to some degree when the angle placements 
of the four inventories are compared and contrasted for possible ex-
planations. One explanation is the different inventories have dif-
ferent numbers of items. This difference in numbers creates different 
circumplex profiles and has an obvious effect on a score summarized 
without acknowledging these differences. The most apparent example is 
the correlation of the Lipsett and Piers-Harris at .68. The angular 
placement profiles demonstrate the numerous items of the Piers-Harris 
which scale in a differential manner. The communality is derived from 
the similarly scaled items. This phenomenon is demonstrated with all 
the inventories and their possible interrelationships. 
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All of these areas were addressed by the circumplex and de-
tailed interpretations were drawn from the inventories. The ability 
to separate the items scaling from the individual •s use of the instru-
ment to describe himself or herself is evident as useful to the con-
struction of self esteem inventories. The primary use would be in 
using a large normative sample to establish the meaning of the item 
through a consensual placement of the item in the circumplex system. 
The circumplex sample could be made highly applicable by considering 
each population separately, if their use of the circumplex would be 
practical. The precision of one's measurement is increased in this 
way and it is a valid addition to the assessment procedures of instru-
ments since the individual dispersions of scores can be examined in 
this manner. 
In regard to the limitations of the present study, there are a 
few which relate as substantial concerns of circumplex scaling pro-
cedures. The present investigation confirmed the scaling of 160-180 
items is a very tedious task for 10- and 12-year-old children. The 
statistical analysis of the data validated the subject's comprehension 
of the task; however, the fatigue produced by the task was not sys-
tematically evaluated. Another issue is the use of a dimension 
labeled Dominance-Submission. This dimension was drawn from adult re-
search and may not have been as applicable to studies with children. 
The researcher encountered numerous difficulties with this dimension 
in regard to the children and their grasp of the task presented to 
them. There was also a noted increase in the difficulty encountered 
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when scaling the Tennessee Inventory. (Previously mentioned was the 
adult orientation of this instrument and its interpolated norms for 
l2-year-olds.) The inconsistencies in administration of the scales 
and the diverse manner of gathering samples had effects not suffici-
ently evaluated to determine their effect. Taken in total perspective 
and along with the results obtained, the exploratory nature of the 
study is seen as valuable. Numerous changes and modifications can be 
envisioned as helpful to clarifying and/or confirming aspects which 
currently appear somewhat weak in regard to the circumplex. Benefit 
in relation to the establishment of a network of self esteem variables 
(confirmed by constitutive definitions) is obviously initiated with 
this work. Substantial insight into the present difficulties and 
discrepancies of self esteem research was also derived from the study. 
In terms of future research, when categories are determined 
for the circle, this study could be redone with the category labels 
and the results compared. Another issue would be to investigate 
thoroughly the developmental aspect of the age cycle used: would 
the task have been easier if the children were 1 or 2 years older? 
Essentially, the present study used children in the concrete opera-
tional state and their ability to abstract or utilize a two-dimen-
sional system may not be adequately developed for the task presented 
to them. The results of this study do confirm a greater facility in 
the use of the Love-Hate dimension as compared to the Dominance-Sub-
mission dimension. Future research could also address the results one 
would obtain if different populations were to be utilized (i.e., 
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healthY vs. chronically ill children, normal vs. exceptional children 
and youth). The profiles developed could aid in the determination of 
what areas of self esteem are affected or changed as a result of 
changes in the environment or the child himself. The primary concen-
tration of effort for circumplex research in the future will probably 
be an attempt to refine the data gathering techniques as well as im-
prove the ability of the children to comprehend the task. 
SUMMARY 
Self esteem items were scaled to the circumplex model assump-
tions using a 9 point (-4 to 4) Likert rating scale. Guttman's (1954) 
• 
general structure was the base for a two-dimensional (love-hate and 
dominance-submission) system into which the ratings were fitted 
through the use of vectorial methods for circular scales (Ross, 1938). 
The variables were viewed as creating a circular order of equal rank 
and thus empirically defined through constitutive definitions. The 
following inventories were scaled: 1) The Lipsett Self Concept Scale, 
2) The Coopersmith Self Esteem Scale, 3) The Piers-Harris How I See 
Myself Scale, and 4) The Tennessee Self Concept Scale. 
The population consisted of 234 fifth- and 259 sixth-grade 
students ranging in age from 10 years old to 12 years old. The popu-
lation was drawn from middle income suburban schools of Chicago. 
It was hypothesized that: 1) the coverage of the items on 
the circumplex could be discovered and interpreted, 2) some of the 
items would scale differently on the dimensions, 3) hypotheses of 
differences between scales could be addressed, and 4) indications 
concerning improvement of self esteem inventories could be stated. 
It was validated that the majority of items were accurately 
scaled by the subjects. Differences in items showed some sex distri-
bution differences, as well as incremental emphasis differences for 
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males and females. The scales delineated a clear positive/negative 
division of the items in terms of self esteem. 
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However, circular placement implied that the domain of self 
esteem items was inadequately sampled for each inventory. The cir-
cular placement also revealed a substantial redundancy among the in-
ventories and their coverage of the circle. Subscales of the Piers-
Harris and Tennessee Scales were examined as to their coverage of the 
circle; they exhibited the redundant nature seen in the complete in-
ventories. The representation of the subscales as dimensions of self 
esteem were discussed. 
Additional suggestions regarding the circumplex were made and 
recommendations for its use were discussed. Suggestions as to the 
interpretation and use of self esteem circumplex findings and self 
esteem inventory profiles were discussed. 
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Table A.4.1 
Frequencies of Item Placements on 9-Point Scale 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Tennessee Self Conceet Scale: Love-Hate Dimension 
-
Ma 1 e #1 0 0 2 2 13 7 15 27 50 
Fema 1 e 1 1 1 4 12 6 27 25 38 
Ma 1 e #2 4 1 2 5 28 13 18 19 26 
Fema 1 e 4 1 2 4 24 18 18 18 26 
Ma 1 e #3 43 21 5 13 16 9 4 2 3 
Fema 1 e 49 17 10 14 10 6 2 4 4 
Male #4 3 1 4 2 30 14 20 28 13 
Fema 1 e 0 0 1 3 13 21 24 29 24 
Ma 1 e #5 2 2 5 8 13 16 16 27 27 
Fema 1 e 1 0 5 3 8 11 28 28 30 
Ma 1 e #6 43 23 8 12 12 8 6 1 3 
Fema 1 e 53 21 12 8 12 5 2 2 1 
Ma 1 e #7 3 2 2 3 18 20 21 23 24 
Fema 1 e 0 0 4 0 7 11 29 36 29 
Ma 1 e #8 9 4 6 10 21 14 23 17 12 
Fema 1 e 3 2 3 5 18 22 26 19 18 
Ma 1 e #9 60 12 8 4 20 3 3 0 3 
Fema 1 e 59 15 7 5 19 4 2 1 4 
Male #10 1 1 4 2 15 5 10 11 67 
Fema 1 e 1 1 0 5 5 6 9 18 71 
Male #11 1 1 0 1 11 12 10 19 61 
Fema 1 e 4 0 0 5 7 11 8 29 52 
Male #12 36 18 9 4 19 12 8 4 6 
Fema 1 e 40 20 7 2 24 4 8 9 2 
Ma 1 e #13 2 2 0 5 14 12 20 26 35 
Fema 1 e 2 0 0 6 10 10 17 38 32 
Male #14 22 4 5 7 45 9 7 9 7 
Fema 1 e 11 1 2 4 26 16 18 12 25 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #15 18 8 7 9 24 17 17 9 7 
Fema 1 e 14 19 9 14 16 15 11 5 10 
Ma 1 e #16 28 14 17 14 12 14 5 4 7 
Female 27 18 18 15 11 12 5 5 5 
Ma 1 e #17 20 12 15 ll 13 10 12 7 16 
Female 19 18 23 11 11 7 7 11 8 
Male #18 4 8 4 12 15 9 14 14 36 
Fema 1 e 0 0 4 5 12 6 13 25 51 
Ma 1 e #19 52 13 7 8 23 6 l 3 2 
Female 52 19 10 9 16 3 4 2 0 
Male #20 61 10 8 3 23 3 2 1 4 
Fema 1 e 59 15 7 10 17 2 2 0 3 
Ma 1 e #21 9 2 5 5 26 11 13 11 34 
Female 10 1 6 11 20 17 13 10 28 
Male #22 42 19 11 10 29 l l 2 l 
Fema 1 e 43 20 12 5 24 5 3 l 3 
Male #23 48 17 6 8 21 4 3 7 2 
Fema 1 e 36 21 14 16 24 1 3 l 0 
Male #24 7 6 10 6 15 18 16 11 27 
Female 5 3 4 3 19 12 21 23 26 
Male #25 45 16 10 7 21 l 9 4 3 
Fema 1 e 54 16 7 6 22 2 3 2 4 
Male #26 50 14 8 8 21 6 l 1 7 
Fema 1 e 50 17 6 4 28 2 3 3 3 
Male #27 4 0 5 3 13 11 15 24 41 
Female 2 0 0 2 16 8 11 25 52 
Ma 1 e #28 68 11 4 2 13 2 3 3 10 
Female 71 7 3 3 11 3 l 2 15 
Male #29 56 12 4 10 18 2 3 2 8 
Fema 1e 56 17 5 8 12 5 2 5 6 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #30 9 1 1 2 27 5 13 13 45 
Fema 1 e 17 1 2 3 41 11 12 11 15 
Male #31 48 18 9 6 17 5 1 2 8 
Fema 1 e 47 22 8 7 18 4 1 3 5 
Male #32 39 20 6 13 18 3 4 5 5 
Fema 1 e 35 22 11 8 15 8 9 3 5 
Hale #33 20 11 15 13 28 7 10 5 6 
Fema 1 e 22 18 9 16 21 9 10 6 5 
Male #34 27 9 14 12 33 7 3 3 5 
Fema 1 e 27 14 21 15 18 5 6 3 7 
Male #35 11 2 2 7 43 9 5 11 24 
Fema 1 e 7 4 3 3 31 11 12 17 27 
Male #36 7 2 9 7 15 10 11 14 41 
Fema 1 e 12 3 4 11 12 7 19 22 25 
Male #37 32 8 2 9 26 6 6 11 16 
Fema 1 e 15 8 6 5 26 6 12 14 24 
Male #38 8 4 8 5 34 14 11 18 14 
Female 10 1 8 3 19 16 17 18 23 
Male #39 2 4 1 2 20 10 6 11 60 
Fema 1 e 3 2 0 3 10 7 13 18 59 
Male #40 8 2 3 10 19 14 10 15 25 
Fema 1 e 4 2 6 3 13 13 14 21 40 
Ma 1 e #41 3 4 2 7 17 7 11 23 40 
Female 2 2 5 6 14 7 23 21 35 
Ma 1 e #42 6 3 3 9 21 13 22 17 22 
Female 1 2 4 10 22 15 21 24 15 
Male #43 38 6 7 9 39 4 3 5 4 
Fema 1 e 24 12 12 9 39 7 6 3 2 
Male #44 6 2 4 7 10 7 16 16 48 
Fema 1 e 4 1 7 9 8 9 14 22 42 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #45 5 4 2 4 16 15 19 18 32 
Fema 1 e 1 2 3 12 13 8 15 28 33 
Ma 1 e #46 11 4 5 7 13 11 14 18 32 
Fema 1 e 4 2 1 6 15 10 22 25 29 
Male #47 4 3 5 14 27 7 18 13 23 
Fema 1 e 5 0 4 9 33 17 18 14 15 
Male #48 7 2 3 11 24 18 18 16 17 
Fema 1 e 2 1 3 6 19 16 25 15 26 
Male #49 24 11 8 7 42 3 6 6 6 
Fema 1 e 20 14 8 5 45 7 7 2 5 
Male #50 22 7 8 11 20 9 14 4 21 
Fema 1 e 18 15 16 14 21 9 4 4 15 
Ma 1 e #51 5 3 3 3 18 12 14 18 38 
Fema 1 e 7 11 4 9 20 16 19 10 20 
Ma 1 e #52 10 2 3 3 42 9 14 7 23 
Fema 1 e 9 6 6 4 20 12 21 16 22 
Male #53 33 4 10 13 28 9 4 4 10 
Fe rna 1 e 21 13 13 13 30 3 7 5 8 
Male #54 8 2 5 0 34 12 11 15 27 
Fema 1 e 11 1 1 6 50 9 15 5 17 
Male #55 5 1 4 4 28 15 12 12 33 
Fema 1 e 3 1 7 7 26 15 18 16 23 
Ma 1 e #56 4 2 6 7 24 12 8 21 32 
Fema 1e 4 3 6 6 21 17 12 20 26 
Ma 1 e #57 26 8 7 5 19 12 10 9 20 
Fema 1 e 19 11 4 12 18 11 10 11 18 
Male #58 23 8 2 11 17 8 11 13 22 
Female 11 8 11 4 14 13 12 22 21 
Ma 1 e #59 35 8 6 6 34 7 4 3 12 
Fema 1 e 19 16 12 7 33 7 9 10 3 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No· -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #60 29 9 9 13 21 8 10 6 10 
Fema 1 e 24 13 10 11 30 4 10 8 5 
Male #61 9 3 9 5 17 9 10 16 36 
Fema 1 e 8 7 7 9 17 9 10 23 26 
Male #62 15 14 11 6 35 10 7 4 11 
Fema 1 e 16 12 12 7 22 7 11 14 10 
Male #63 7 3 5 5 20 8 9 10 44 
Fema 1 e 7 1 1 6 19 11 12 14 43 
Male #64 12 3 7 11 26 16 12 9 18 
Fema 1 e 3 6 lO 10 20 9 23 16 18 
Male #65 6 0 7 8 15 8 20 19 29 
Fema 1 e 1 4 3 6 13 21 22 26 19 
Ma 1 e #66 4 5 5 7 21 12 18 17 26 
Fema 1 e 2 2 8 9 26 12 25 11 19 
Male #67 12 6 4 14 35 10 15 5 11 
Fema 1 e 10 6 2 17 17 13 18 12 19 
Male #68 18 6 7 8 18 10 9 7 31 
Fema 1 e 23 5 8 9 13 15 7 11 23 
Male #69 8 2 2 6 17 8 8 21 42 
Fema 1 e 3 2 3 1 13 17 22 21 34 
Male #70 3 1 7 6 27 10 23 16 21 
Fema 1 e 3 1 1 4 20 8 19 23 35 
Male #71 29 11 13 6 29 8 10 2 5 
Fema 1 e 26 9 17 11 24 9 8 2 9 
Male #72 9 1 11 7 31 13 7 15 18 
Fema 1 e 7 4 4 6 25 10 14 13 30 
Male #73 4 0 7 9 18 8 13 20 34 
Fema 1 e 1 3 4 3 11 7 23 19 42 
Male #74 33 12 18 8 12 7 7 6 11 
Fema 1 e 28 16 15 13 19 10 7 0 8 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #75 4 7 11 7 18 10 10 15 31 
Fema 1 e 7 5 5 6 26 15 16 14 22 
Ma 1 e #76 25 5 7 14 18 16 4 10 14 
Fema 1 e 18 5 10 13 20 11 15 8 16 
Ma 1 e #77 19 15 14 15 21 6 6 5 13 
Fema 1 e 26 14 16 15 18 10 4 4 8 
Male #78 1 2 3 3 15 6 15 29 38 
Fema 1 e 0 0 4 3 19 11 19 23 37 
Male #79 2 2 3 4 22 8 16 19 38 
Fema 1 e 0 0 2 5 21 11 14 26 34 
Male #80 11 7 2 5 28 12 13 15 21 
Fema 1 e 8 4 10 13 22 13 11 16 19 
Ma 1 e #81 5 1 2 1 24 23 19 18 22 
Fema 1 e 1 2 2 9 22 15 18 23 23 
Male #82 4 3 4 5 17 15 18 22 26 
Female 3 1 4 3 13 11 18 31 30 
Male #83 19 11 13 13 19 4 12 9 14 
Fema 1 e 12 11 17 12 18 8 10 11 12 
Male #84 5 2 3 2 17 6 8 18 50 
Fema 1 e 3 2 3 2 22 6 19 21 37 
Ma 1 e #85 5 2 1 3 10 15 20 23 35 
Fema 1 e 2 3 1 7 7 7 16 36 36 
Male #86 48 11 8 7 16 2 5 1 16 
Fema 1 e 37 21 13 9 14 7 4 6 3 
Male #87 34 17 6 13 20 6 3 4 12 
Fema 1 e 43 12 15 7 18 7 5 3 3 
Male #88 1 3 4 10 15 15 11 23 30 
Fema 1 e 0 0 5 8 20 11 17 28 26 
Male #89 20 6 15 13 25 18 7 4 7 
Fema 1 e 23 9 12 11 25 14 16 2 3 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #90 22 12 11 14 21 16 8 3 8 
Fema 1 e 24 14 10 11 29 9 6 6 6 
Male #91 6 5 9 9 14 11 19 15 24 
Fema 1 e 5 1 2 7 20 18 18 15 30 
Male #92 14 13 10 16 16 12 7 13 13 
Fema 1 e 13 9 14 15 12 14 14 8 15 
Male #93 33 13 10 12 20 11 3 5 7 
Fema 1 e 16 17 19 13 17 4 11 4 14 
Ma 1 e #94 17 1 10 7 12 10 15 20 22 
Fema 1 e 9 3 5 5 13 10 23 18 29 
Ma 1 e #95 24 11 8 14 26 5 10 6 11 
Fema 1 e 25 13 10 8 21 15 10 4 10 
Ma 1 e #96 23 9 14 14 28 10 5 5 7 
Female 23 14 16 13 25 6 5 7 6 
Male #97 7 5 3 9 27 16 11 17 20 
Fema 1 e 2 2 7 12 21 12 19 19 22 
Male #98 27 10 13 13 36 5 5 3 3 
Fema 1 e 20 10 14 11 38 9 7 4 3 
Ma 1 e #99 25 14 6 8 27 10 8 4 13 
Fema 1 e 20 10 13 12 15 11 14 7 12 
Male #100 15 13 12 12 16 12 14 5 16 
Female 22 10 13 12 15 11 14 7 12 
Tennessee Freguencies: Submission-Dominance Dimension 
Ma 1 e #1 4 2 2 4 26 8 17 20 33 
Female 2. 2 3 1 23 12 11 29 33 
Ma 1 e #2 4 3 4 7 33 12 13 17 23 
Female 4 6 5 1 17 14 27 23 19 
Ma 1 e #3 10 10 7 7 29 9 9 16 15 
Female 12 3 7 6 28 15 16 13 16 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Jtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 2 3 4 
=-
Ma 1 e #4 4 3 3 6 33 13 12 23 17 
Fema 1 e 3 2 3 4 22 11 19 17 34 
Ma 1 e #5 5 2 6 5 15 14 16 22 30 
Fema 1 e 2 2 2 4 9 11 25 23 37 
Ma 1 e #6 15 11 9 8 30 12 6 9 16 
Female 13 9 7 11 24 18 13 11 9 
Ma 1 e #7 5 4 9 6 16 12 24 19 18 
Female 2 3 3 7 8 9 19 33 32 
Ma 1 e #8 9 2 12 14 30 12 10 10 14 
Female 1 3 8 4 16 20 21 25 18 
Male #9 23 6 8 7 37 10 6 10 9 
Female 14 12 10 9 36 10 12 6 7 
Male #10 10 7 12 5 22 4 11 17 27 
Female 12 12 14 8 14 5 9 12 30 
Ma 1 e #11 10 2 8 4 30 9 12 16 24 
Female 10 10 12 6 10 4 20 17 27 
Male #12 21 7 10 9 28 12 7 9 12 
Fema 1 e 14 13 11 9 35 10 10 5 8 
Male #13 1 0 8 6 17 15 17 22 29 
Female 4 3 2 1 10 9 23 32 30 
Ma 1 e #14 9 2 8 7 50 10 8 12 7 
Female 5 8 3 7 21 9 13 18 30 
Ma 1 e #15 9 5 6 14 30 13 16 12 11 
Fe rna 1 e 10 12 7 11 27 14 16 9 9 
Male #16 5 8 8 12 20 17 12 15 17 
Female 10 3 13 13 15 16 15 11 17 
Ma 1 e #1 7 10 12 11 12 14 14 13 6 23 
Fema 1 e 6 9 16 9 10 15 23 11 17 
Male #18 6 5 5 7 19 8 13 18 34 
Fema1 e 3 1 5 3 7 5 23 23 45 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #19 24 8 10 7 44 4 7 8 3 
Fema 1 e 17 11 17 16 35 7 5 1 6 
Male #20 19 10 10 13 42 2 5 4 11 
Fema 1 e 22 7 11 10 38 13 7 2 5 
Male #21 13 6 2 7 27 7 9 16 25 
Fema 1 e 4 4 5 6 27 11 15 11 30 
Male #22 13 9 10 12 31 10 6 9 9 
Fema 1 e 14 4 13 8 35 11 8 12 8 
Ma 1 e #23 21 6 10 10 28 12 8 7 13 
Fema 1 e 11 9 7 15 30 16 5 10 11 
Male #24 7 3 4 10 18 10 18 19 24 
Fern a 1 e 2 4 2 7 10 12 21 25 31 
Ma 1 e #25 19 8 10 10 34 15 9 5 6 
Fema 1 e 18 12 10 11 24 7 13 9 10 
Male #26 21 6 7 8 38 12 6 5 12 
Fema 1 e 16 9 10 11 35 12 8 6 8 
Male #27 6 3 5 6 30 9 16 13 28 
Fema 1 e 6 6 7 6 14 13 10 20 34 
Male #28 21 14 8 10 31 3 8 9 9 
Fema 1 e 29 10 12 11 24 5 11 6 8 
Male #29 18 11 8 6 37 14 10 2 9 
Fema 1 e 23 7 11 17 24 11 7 4 10 
Ma 1 e #30 9 2 7 6 29 8 10 8 33 
Female 10 0 4 3 50 7 12 12 17 
Male #31 16 1 10 11 35 11 8 9 13 
Fema 1 e 16 5 7 9 36 10 7 14 11 
Male #32 11 6 8 6 28 15 20 5 10 
Fema 1 e 13 7 7 10 23 13 15 16 12 
Male #33 7 9 8 11 29 15 10 12 14 
Female 9 4 5 8 21 17 15 17 20 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #34 9 4 14 13 35 13 12 5 7 
Female 7 11 10 14 18 13 18 10 14 
Male #35 1 12 9 5 35 12 13 8 18 
Fema 1 e 4 4 4 4 36 12 17 11 21 
Male #36 7 3 3 9 24 12 20 10 26 
Fema 1 e 6 1 6 7 18 16 17 18 26 
~1a 1 e #37 18 6 7 7 38 16 5 6 12 
Fema 1 e 11 5 11 4 20 17 13 11 22 
~iale #38 9 4 6 5 39 11 12 16 13 
Fema 1 e 5 6 6 10 26 9 12 23 17 
Ma 1 e #39 6 1 5 8 30 10 11 6 38 
Fema 1 e 5 0 3 4 17 13 18 19 36 
Male #40 8 2 6 11 26 17 11 11 23 
Female 6 2 9 7 22 9 15 20 26 
Ma 1 e #41 4 3 7 8 24 13 17 12 27 
Fema 1 e 3 2 5 8 15 18 17 18 28 
Male #42 3 3 7 7 28 12 22 11 20 
Fema 1 e 2 4 5 4 19 8 27 22 24 
Male #43 5 8 6 9 49 18 6 5 9 
Fema 1 e 16 6 5 13 41 8 6 6 12 
Ma 1 e #44 5 6 5 7 26 13 16 17 20 
Fema 1 e 7 3 5 8 10 19 11 14 38 
Male #45 3 3 5 8 28 21 13 16 19 
Female 4 3 10 7 14 9 16 25 28 
Male #46 3 3 7 11 27 15 18 19 13 
Fema 1 e 2 5 6 7 24 14 16 17 25 
Ma 1 e #47 3 3 3 11 36 14 20 11 15 
Fema 1 e 2 2 5 8 34 16• 19 17 13 
Male #48 3 2 7 7 32 17 19 20 9 
Fema 1 e 2 3 4 1 22 21 23 19 21 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #49 10 0 12 6 58 11 9 4 6 
Fema 1 e 8 6 8 9 47 7 12 8 11 
Male #50 9 7 10 13 26 15 14 4 18 
Fema 1 e 7 2 17 10 14 15 13 17 21 
Male #51 10 3 8 11 23 5 12 10 34 
Fema 1 e 4 2 10 8 13 12 18 21 28 
Male #52 13 4 7 9 42 13 7 7 10 
Fema 1 e 21 8 5 11 26 10 8 12 15 
Ma 1 e #53 11 9 5 18 40 6 11 8 5 
Fema 1 e 13 10 12 11 34 11 15 7 1 
Male #54 5 2 9 9 35 9 9 8 27 
Fema 1 e 8 6 2 4 42 14 15 10 15 
Male #55 5 1 8 8 28 14 14 12 24 
Fema 1 e 1 4 4 5 26 16 16 14 30 
Male #56 4 7 6 4 26 18 20 9 19 
Fema 1 e 4 4 10 7 20 6 15 21 28 
Ma 1 e #57 8 4 10 10 26 14 9 8 23 
Fema 1 e 9 3 8 8 25 13 12 16 22 
Male #58 11 2 4 6 26 13 9 18 26 
Fema 1 e 1 8 7 6 14 8 20 28 23 
Ma 1 e #59 12 4 9 8 37 12 14 7 11 
Fema 1 e 11 7 14 10 27 11 12 13 9 
Male #60 10 2 9 12 31 13 12 8 15 
Fema 1 e 7 8 7 11 19 12 21 15 16 
Male #61 2 4 7 10 27 7 18 15 21 
Fern a 1 e 1 4 0 14 17 11 16 21 31 
Male #62 8 4 9 15 30 13 14 9 12 
Female 4 3 15 7 29 12 12 12 20 
Ma 1 e #63 10 4 4 11 21 13 13 14 21 
Fema 1 e 8 1 5 3 19 11 15 13 39 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
=-
Ma 1 e #64 7 5 7 11 32 12 14 14 12 
Fema 1 e 4 3 4 12 21 17 12 18 24 
Ma 1 e #65 5 4 7 10 26 11 18 17 17 
Fema 1 e 3 5 5 7 18 16 16 17 26 
Ma 1 e #66 5 2 13 13 25 12 15 15 14 
Fema 1 e 2 5 5 6 23 16 25 17 16 
Male #67 4 2 4 10 39 11 15 10 16 
Fema 1 e 2 2 7 9 18 18 22 18 18 
Male #68 9 5 8 7 18 19 13 10 23 
Fema 1 e 8 7 4 10 11 13 13 21 27 
Male #69 4 6 7 22 14 13 18 29 
Fema 1 e 2 2 8 14 9 21 24 35 
Ma 1 e #70 3 0 4 10 32 18 13 14 18 
Fema 1 e 1 3 2 9 11 19 13 20 37 
Ma 1 e #71 12 4 9 7 36 12 9 9 13 
Fema 1 e 10 9 11 13 25 10 9 10 16 
Male #72 7 1 8 7 29 19 13 14 15 
Fema 1 e 2 8 7 8 27 16 14 14 20 
Male #73 3 5 6 11 21 10 15 15 28 
Fema 1 e 2 1 1 9 13 9 25 20 35 
Male #74 12 4 9 8 31 8 14 9 21 
Fema 1 e 12 3 9 8 23 19 11 15 15 
Ma 1 e #75 1 6 9 11 27 11 12 20 19 
Fema 1 e 3 5 8 10 17 15 23 14 21 
Male #76 5 9 12 6 28 15 12 14 15 
Fema 1 e 8 7 10 6 17 15 16 20 16 
Male #77 7 8 10 10 26 13 18 0 14 
Fema 1 e 7 6 9 13 25 12 12 14 17 
Ma 1 e #78 4 2 4 11 22 14 17 18 23 
Fema 1 e 2 1 2 3 11 19 20 23 35 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
-=-
Male #79 3 7 6 8 18 9 24 12 27 
Fema 1 e 1 0 1 8 17 14 17 18 37 
Ma 1 e #80 15 4 12 9 28 14 13 10 10 
Female 9 9 9 11 16 12 13 14 21 
Male #81 6 3 5 10 30 12 25 10 14 
Fe rna 1 e 3 4 3 6 15 25 25 14 20 
t~a 1 e #82 3 3 9 10 23 20 20 10 16 
Fema 1 e 3 5 5 6 9 14 23 22 26 
Male #83 8 8 3 15 26 10 12 16 14 
Fema 1 e 5 6 7 14 21 14 12 9 25 
Ma 1 e #84 7 2 10 8 23 15 12 13 24 
Fema 1 e 7 6 11 7 18 13 13 11 30 
Male #85 9 2 9 7 26 12 18 12 26 
Female 5 4 8 7 8 12 21 22 27 
Ma 1 e #86 18 5 12 11 30 13 7 6 14 
Female 17 13 11 9 20 10 14 6 15 
Male #87 10 9 15 15 29 5 13 9 10 
Female 12 11 20 13 21 11 8 6 13 
Male #88 3 4 8 13 23 18 19 12 16 
Female 3 3 5 6 16 17 19 23 23 
Male #39 9 5 14 6 30 11 10 13 18 
Fema 1 e 7 2 9 13 26 16 9 15 18 
Male #90 12 6 4 15 32 14 13 10 10 
Fema 1 e 5 12 13 10 21 13 13 15 14 
Male #91 1 4 7 10 22 16 24 9 20 
Fema 1 e 3 4 6 8 17 8 28 18 21 
Ma 1 e #92 10 3 6 15 25 15 12 14 12 
Female 6 10 9 11 10 20 15 17 17 
Male #93 9 4 13 5 28 12 14 14 13 
Fe rna 1 e 10 4 19 6 19 13 14 11 18 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #94 10 2 5 10 26 12 16 21 11 
Fema 1 e 7 1 4 11 15 10 20 17 30 
Male #95 11 4 10 11 24 9 20 11 14 
Fema 1 e 8 5 12 16 13 17 17 10 18 
Male #96 9 8 4 14 33 8 1l 16 12 
Fema 1 e 7 8 11 18 27 10 9 14 11 
Male #97 2 6 12 7 26 13 21 13 13 
Fema 1 e 5 6 7 4 18 18 21 11 25 
Male #98 11 3 14 14 34 11 11 5 12 
Fema 1 e 8 8 7 10 29 12 15 8 10 
Ma 1 e #99 9 9 9 14 31 15 9 4 15 
Fema 1 e 9 8 15 9 22 10 13 12 18 
l~a 1 e #1 00 8 4 8 16 23 11 12 13 20 
Fema 1 e 11 3 10 10 14 12 21 14 10 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
The Li~sett Self Conceet Scale: Love-Hate Dimension 
Ma 1 e #1 2 6 2 5 22 14 27 47 112 
Fema 1 e 1 2 5 4 15 14 33 42 140 
Ma 1 e #2 7 0 1 6 24 16 31 40 112 
Fema 1 e 4 2 3 5 17 11 31 50 133 
Ma 1 e #3 5 4 2 17 20 20 25 43 101 
Female 2 1 1 4 16 12 39 51 130 
Ma 1 e #4 0 2 4 4 25 18 24 31 129 
Female 6 4 7 4 31 21 29 50 104 
Ma 1 e #5 11 2 5 8 28 20 27 45 91 
Female 1 1 8 8 27 20 32 48 111 
Ma 1 e #6 7 1 7 11 21 15 32 47 92 
Female 2 2 2 3 19 16 36 46 124 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
,==---
Ma 1 e #7 10 2 6 10 19 18 24 46 97 
Fema 1 e 4 0 2 6 17 20 28 42 130 
Ma 1 e #8 9 2 1 4 20 17 27 47 107 
Fema 1 e 5 1 7 2 17 20 33 55 115 
Ma 1 e #9 7 6 2 10 22 16 26 39 104 
Ferna 1 e 4 7 4 4 25 21 32 45 113 
Ma 1 e #1 0 69 29 15 26 20 19 14 16 26 
Fema 1 e 104 26 18 15 27 20 8 11 26 
t'kll e #11 11 2 10 8 34 22 33 38 71 
Fema 1 e 3 2 7 11 52 24 39 32 78 
Male #12 7 2 1 11 29 20 32 52 73 
Fe rna 1 e 4 2 2 7 27 22 53 55 80 
Male #13 9 2 6 10 15 18 39 51 80 
Fema 1 e 3 0 2 5 19 16 34 59 115 
Male #14 8 1 5 8 16 15 42 55 80 
Fema 1 e 3 1 1 1 17 25 30 65 108 
~la 1 e #15 10 2 2 4 27 24 24 32 107 
Fema 1 e 13 2 3 4 35 21 28 44 104 
Male #16 12 7 4 8 39 27 36 39 60 
Fema 1 e 5 4 3 10 53 23 26 52 76 
Male #17 62 28 27 18 31 11 22 15 18 
Fern a 1 e 85 32 20 17 39 20 10 12 17 
Male #18 12 4 13 10 45 37 27 36 47 
Fema 1 e 6 1 9 17 56 25 31 36 71 
Male #19 13 3 6 9 14 36 28 38 84 
Fema 1 e 7 5 6 5 20 27 32 60 90 
Male #20 54 17 23 28 38 20 16 14 23 
Fema 1 e 59 15 20 25 39 31 9 22 32 
Male #21 3 1 6 12 12 22 21 53 101 
Fema 1 e 2 3 2 5 13 11 22 44 147 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
'Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #22 4 1 7 5 12 18 31 48 108 
Fema 1 e 3 3 1 3 13 9 30 51 140 
~ipsett Frequencies: Submission-Dominance Dimension 
Ma 1 e #1 6 1 14 21 26 19 38 34 74 
Fema 1 e 8 6 7 7 22 24 41 40 97 
Ma 1 e #2 7 7 14 16 24 28 34 31 74 
Fema 1 e 9 10 9 4 25 21 38 34 104 
Ma 1 e #3 7 10 8 15 27 26 28 37 75 
Female 7 4 3 6 20 28 35 49 100 
t1a 1 e #4 10 7 13 15 31 23 20 26 88 
Female 5 4 10 15 23 33 36 38 92 
Ma 1 e #5 8 11 16 14 28 18 41 30 68 
Female 4 7 9 12 24 25 33 49 91 
Male #6 9 6 14 13 27 21 39 37 66 
Fema 1 e 9 9 7 15 23 22 41 42 94 
Ma 1 e #7 11 4 11 12 27 26 30 37 74 
Female 8 4 12 10 24 28 25 38 102 
Ma 1 e #8 15 5 10 19 20 19 36 32 79 
Fe rna 1 e 5 8 5 5 22 22 36 38 113 
Ma 1 e #9 14 6 13 13 23 16 33 30 83 
Female 7 8 9 10 23 24 32 41 101 
Ma 1 e #1 0 35 16 24 22 39 25 17 9 46 
Female 36 14 18 18 53 27 17 22 47 
Male #11 12 8 11 23 37 25 24 34 59 
Fema 1 e 7 7 4 11 43 25 43 31 83 
Ma 1 e #12 12 10 11 15 37 23 37 31 56 
Fema 1 e 5 3 4 15 23 33 42 40 88 
Ma 1 e #13 14 6 10 9 28 25 32 39 72 
Fe rna 1 e 1 3 7 7 21 26 39 47 104 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #14 15 7 10 11 19 25 32 38 78 
Fema 1 e 8 5 4 4 26 22 41 38 105 
Male #15 18 8 10 14 33 24 28 33 67 
Fema 1 e 15 9 9 13 40 25 28 24 92 
Male #16 18 5 5 22 39 26 36 22 61 
Fe rna 1 e 5 5 9 10 47 27 33 40 74 
Male #17 31 17 22 23 44 25 19 19 34 
Fema 1 e 40 19 12 23 52 30 13 24 40 
Ma 1 e #18 14 10 8 17 49 21 24 30 58 
Fema 1 e 4 3 10 9 45 29 42 22 88 
Ma 1 e #19 15 6 12 19 26 19 28 35 74 
Fema 1 e 4 3 6 12 30 26 27 43 102 
Male #20 26 13 18 19 39 32 31 20 36 
Fema 1 e 24 16 13 18 39 32 34 26 50 
Male #21 13 8 8 12 33 23 20 34 86 
Fema 1 e 7 6 6 4 24 22 19 45 123 
Ma 1 e #22 10 6 6 8 32 21 25 38 91 
Fema 1 e 5 5 7 6 25 24 20 45 119 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
The Cooeersmith Self Esteem Inventor~: Love-Hate Dimension 
Ma 1 e #1 57 28 15 19 37 30 17 9 16 
Fema 1 e 41 23 22 42 55 35 18 7 11 
Ma 1 e #2 5 7 8 9 31 28 39 54 52 
Fema 1 e 4 3 4 6 38 49 44 43 63 
Male #3 42 21 14 14 52 19 24 17 32 
Fe rna 1 e 43 21 13 19 36 34 37 23 30 
Male #4 6 1 9 7 60 26 32 41 53 
Fema 1 e 5 3 8 8 68 29 38 45 52 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -l 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #5 10 2 7 9 21 12 25 40 109 
rema 1 e 5 2 4 6 29 17 33 40 120 
Ma 1 e #6 45 23 28 24 47 18 15 13 22 
Fema 1 e 51 19 34 24 52 21 17 15 23 
Ma 1 e #7 54 29 17 24 39 24 15 11 22 
Fema 1 e 69 25 30 33 31 20 14 16 18 
Ma 1 e #8 79 24 16 20 39 12 15 10 20 
Fema 1 e 86 23 22 21 44 21 12 7 20 
Ma 1 e #9 22 16 19 12 51 23 16 33 53 
Fema 1 e 16 19 14 13 42 36 31 22 63 
Ma 1 e #1 0 14 3 16 25 38 37 37 35 29 
Fema 1 e 11 8 11 23 59 31 37 30 46 
Male #11 4 4 8 7 55 23 25 42 63 
Fema 1 e 4 3 5 11 56 25 37 48 65 
Ma 1 e #12 49 31 25 28 35 18 15 16 16 
Fema 1 e 56 29 27 36 38 26 12 18 14 
Ma 1 e #13 19 9 27 25 52 27 17 18 38 
Fema 1 e 29 15 25 31 62 29 13 20 27 
Ma 1 e #14 38 7 8 20 27 21 25 27 56 
Fema 1 e 17 11 15 11 34 25 29 40 73 
Male #15 80 24 24 25 39 17 9 3 12 
Fema 1 e 83 33 30 34 36 14 11 5 7 
Male #16 29 26 30 28 45 29 14 11 22 
Female 40 24 25 40 49 27 21 14 13 
Male #17 30 16 29 23 50 18 20 16 31 
Female 22 22 23 32 37 27 29 32 32 
Male #18 8 4 7 15 37 21 31 29 81 
Fema 1 e 7 5 5 8 56 25 32 40 78 
Male #19 13 6 9 12 57 20 36 30 49 
Fema 1 e 6 8 9 15 49 22 36 39 70 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtern No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
~ 
Ma 1 e #20 43 21 21 28 44 19 15 20 22 
Fern a 1 e 41 26 24 21 51 25 17 14 34 
Male #21 16 9 11 12 30 14 23 46 71 
Fema 1 e 4 5 5 8 20 20 39 52 100 
Ma 1 e #22 73 35 26 15 40 13 13 8 12 
Fe rna 1 e 68 21 30 30 52 19 10 7 16 
Male #23 8 2 7 8 17 12 30 55 94 
Fema 1 e 3 3 7 7 21 21 36 60 96 
Ma 1 e #24 10 3 6 9 17 28 36 60 65 
Fema 1 e 4 2 6 6 22 26 41 60 85 
Ma 1 e #25 76 28 28 30 38 15 7 3 10 
Fema 1 e 62 37 40 21 50 16 12 7 10 
Ma 1 e #26 35 23 18 28 58 20 13 16 23 
Fema 1 e 52 22 25 28 54 30 16 8 21 
Male #27 33 15 29 38 39 15 16 22 24 
Fe rna 1 e 26 14 18 33 43 28 28 26 38 
Male #28 27 11 14 23 41 28 28 24 37 
Fema 1 e 27 10 15 16 30 29 37 35 56 
Ma 1 e #29 9 7 4 16 36 30 39 41 53 
Fema 1 e 9 4 5 9 50 35 41 34 65 
Ma 1 e #30 37 14 23 19 55 25 22 13 25 
Fema 1 e 27 22 20 18 65 28 19 21 34 
Male #31 61 31 28 27 42 15 8 4 18 
Fern a 1 e 83 22 21 25 61 16 12 4 11 
Male #32 17 8 15 26 32 38 44 27 27 
Fema 1 e 21 11 12 27 61 35 32 23 33 
Ma 1 e #33 65 28 24 22 36 18 14 8 17 
Fema 1 e 83 39 30 16 33 14 15 12 14 
Male #34 58 18 21 19 43 9 14 13 36 
Fe rna 1 e 44 19 25 20 57 20 14 16 38 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #35 60 30 24 17 30 13 13 22 26 
Fe rna 1 e 64 24 21 25 39 18 19 18 28 
Male #36 6 8 12 18 35 30 35 38 52 
Fema 1 e 6 7 12 19 57 38 32 24 57 
Ma 1 e #37 59 7 9 8 56 4 10 13 67 
Fema 1 e 48 10 13 10 80 7 12 21 53 
Male #38 54 30 20 21 57 19 11 9 12 
Fema 1 e 60 26 21 24 78 14 10 10 9 
Ma 1 e #39 61 25 23 13 36 17 15 13 28 
Fema 1 e 63 30 23 16 38 19 14 17 33 
Male #40 40 26 22 13 33 28 21 14 34 
Fema 1 e 44 22 20 22 34 29 21 15 47 
Ma 1 e #41 32 13 20 24 42 20 22 23 39 
Fema 1 e 42 12 18 31 45 29 24 21 30 
Male #42 51 24 28 21 35 23 15 14 23 
Fema 1 e 50 35 34 26 48 17 17 16 13 
Male #43 51 24 31 26 42 23 15 12 9 
Female 61 22 36 40 55 19 11 6 4 
Ma 1 e #44 56 19 23 12 51 23 15 10 24 
Fema 1 e 58 25 29 19 64 8 17 12 23 
Male #45 15 7 14 16 42 21 41 33 42 
Fema 1 e 11 10 17 18 51 28 41 35 43 
Ma 1 e #46 89 31 12 30 29 6 12 4 21 
Fema 1 e 107 30 23 24 41 9 8 7 5 
Male #47 10 1 2 12 36 22 29 38 83 
Fema 1 e 6 6 4 12 41 19 27 50 90 
Ma 1 e #48 23 9 20 30 40 23 26 22 41 
Fema 1 e 19 7 20 30 58 27 19 36 39 
Male #49 66 25 16 18 54 12 9 12 20 
Fema 1 e 78 32 22 27 57 12 7 9 12 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
=--
Male #50 77 25 21 15 41 14 10 4 23 
Fema 1 e 100 22 22 16 48 17 4 6 20 
Male #51 91 29 23 18 40 6 6 5 1l 
Female 115 22 19 22 54 9 4 3 5 
Male #52 56 39 24 17 39 13 17 9 17 
Fema 1 e 64 33 31 25 43 15 17 9 18 
Male #53 48 33 19 20 52 14 15 10 23 
Fema 1 e 52 30 27 27 67 14 13 11 14 
Ma 1 e #54 36 23 21 26 62 20 14 11 17 
Fema 1 e 59 27 33 19 62 27 14 6 8 
Male #55 15 6 24 23 55 24 34 23 30 
Fe rna 1 e 15 15 23 23 63 36 26 24 29 
Ma 1 e #56 38 32 23 30 49 18 6 18 17 
Fema 1 e 51 21 35 43 49 28 8 9 12 
Male #57 25 17 14 21 38 29 30 36 22 
Fema 1 e 16 20 16 14 65 31 31 28 31 
Ma 1 e #58 60 30 27 15 41 15 13 9 23 
Fema 1 e 75 27 24 13 49 8 10 15 30 
Coo~ersmith Freguencies: Submission-Dominance Dimension 
Ma 1 e #1 24 4 21 19 62 25 28 17 31 
Fema 1 e 13 14 20 26 60 32 37 18 36 
Ma 1 e #2 5 7 14 20 34 27 42 41 43 
Fema 1 e 12 2 13 13 37 25 50 41 62 
Ma 1 e #3 16 20 18 27 70 25 25 14 20 
Fema 1 e 25 24 20 20 62 33 22 18 31 
Male #4 18 8 20 14 49 28 23 25 49 
Fema 1 e 7 15 18 9 46 30 35 35 59 
Ma 1 e #5 17 12 14 15 54 17 31 25 50 
Female 16 10 17 19 50 15 26 33 67 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #6 14 10 16 28 64 31 32 18 21 
Fema 1 e 20 18 25 26 48 31 33 19 34 
Ma 1 e #7 26 18 27 29 43 28 27 15 21 
Fema 1 e 29 19 22 28 48 18 31 20 40 
Ma 1 e #8 33 13 24 20 57 21 21 17 24 
Fema 1 e 45 9 15 25 66 21 27 19 27 
t~a 1 e #9 21 19 13 19 63 28 26 23 23 
Fema 1 e 24 11 26 16 45 38 35 21 40 
Ma 1 e #1 0 6 10 19 15 48 30 33 35 39 
Fema 1 e 10 10 19 22 38 35 32 44 44 
Male #11 9 7 16 19 56 34 37 21 36 
Fema 1 e 11 12 17 15 46 25 36 32 61 
Male #12 28 18 28 21 48 24 21 24 19 
Fema 1 e 23 14 30 24 50 32 33 24 23 
Ma 1 e #13 13 9 22 24 53 29 38 23 23 
Fema 1 e 13 11 14 21 58 37 40 24 36 
Male #14 20 10 11 11 48 28 33 31 42 
Fema 1 e 6 8 8 20 43 27 28 44 69 
Male #15 34 15 23 31 58 21 15 20 18 
Fema 1 e 36 23 16 36 64 22 18 23 17 
Male #16 19 11 20 24 63 29 36 14 18 
Female 21 16 18 25 48 29 37 32 29 
Ma 1 e #17 19 13 20 24 57 27 22 24 23 
Fema 1 e 14 15 27 17 47 36 35 30 33 
Male #18 16 11 15 15 44 29 32 31 40 
Fema 1 e 10 12 15 13 46 26 29 42 56 
Ma 1 e #19 19 22 28 25 60 16 20 18 25 
Fema 1 e 21 19 34 27 48 20 35 22 39 
Male #20 16 1 3 21 28 59 28 29 20 18 
Fema 1 e 19 14 24 15 56 34 39 21 30 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #21 15 10 17 16 55 24 23 34 41 
Fema 1 e 7 7 14 9 38 19 32 39 89 
nale #22 27 23 26 24 53 19 24 11 26 
Fema 1 e 29 19 15 24 57 28 26 25 30 
Male #23 3 11 19 18 32 28 26 46 50 
Fema 1 e 6 3 9 18 26 30 33 45 82 
Male #24 12 9 9 20 42 25 41 41 36 
Fema 1 e 4 3 12 13 35 26 37 36 85 
Male #25 24 20 15 24 57 30 19 24 22 
Fema 1 e 29 14 26 27 72 21 22 18 24 
Male #26 26 25 23 29 69 20 24 7 11 
Fema 1 e 32 32 39 32 59 15 14 12 17 
Male #27 14 7 20 28 61 28 35 22 20 
Fema 1 e 16 9 12 26 49 29 37 27 43 
Male #28 16 9 24 25 48 25 30 29 27 
Fema 1 e 25 20 23 19 42 27 36 21 38 
Ma 1 e #29 7 6 12 25 45 23 32 40 43 
Fema 1 e 5 5 9 10 50 24 34 48 68 
Ma 1 e #30 29 7 18 11 63 30 29 18 30 
Fema 1 e 23 14 16 19 67 24 31 19 41 
Male #31 25 20 26 22 61 26 16 20 17 
Female 31 17 31 23 64 21 24 21 20 
Male #32 17 21 24 29 47 24 31 20 21 
Fema 1 e 21 19 27 22 48 25 38 19 36 
Hale #33 29 21 37 24 61 17 16 15 13 
Female 35 27 27 32 63 20 18 14 16 
~1a 1 e #34 22 10 23 31 68 19 22 15 21 
Fema 1 e 28 15 29 22 70 16 21 26 25 
Male #35 22 15 19 21 56 28 26 21 27 
Female 15 15 20 18 57 27 32 29 41 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #36 8 12 14 20 45 35 30 30 37 
Fema 1 e 10 12 9 22 46 20 39 40 56 
Ma 1 e #37 29 15 12 14 74 19 14 14 39 
Fema 1 e 36 16 17 13 88 20 17 17 28 
Male #38 21 14 25 29 56 22 27 18 19 
Fema 1 e 25 17 21 17 74 27 24 16 30 
Ma 1 e #39 21 19 24 25 52 28 25 22 18 
Fema 1 e 26 14 27 18 53 28 31 26 29 
Ma 1 e #40 20 13 19 26 66 24 23 20 20 
Fema 1 e 25 12 10 26 53 25 33 24 44 
Ma 1 e #41 18 12 22 19 60 39 24 19 17 
Fema 1 e ]3 10 20 19 53 35 28 29 36 
Male #42 17 14 34 27 48 34 28 14 18 
Fema 1 e 21 11 22 34 47 35 29 24 27 
Male #43 21 14 22 24 55 29 29 20 18 
Fema 1 e 24 14 23 42 55 35 25 15 19 
Ma 1 e #44 24 18 21 28 61 21 23 19 20 
Fema 1 e 23 18 21 24 73 28 20 20 27 
Hale #45 11 7 17 19 36 30 34 41 39 
Female 9 6 9 20 39 26 46 32 66 
~1al e #46 47 28 23 21 53 17 18 11 18 
Fema 1 e 46 23 32 20 68 21 12 8 25 
Male #47 22 15 25 22 45 22 29 23 32 
Female 30 21 21 23 49 20 14 26 50 
Male #48 10 12 16 24 52 34 30 30 28 
Female 12 5 15 15 48 31 44 30 53 
Male #49 40 20 31 16 55 21 15 19 18 
Female 33 23 29 32 65 19 16 17 20 
Male #50 26 17 12 19 62 22 25 21 29 
Fema 1 e 28 11 8 20 66 27 33 25 38 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #51 29 17 19 21 63 16 26 14 22 
Fema 1 e 34 18 14 17 72 30 23 23 25 
Ma 1 e #52 22 20 19 26 56 24 26 20 21 
Fema 1 e 22 14 15 16 54 26 37 29 31 
Male #53 26 26 24 30 54 26 20 12 14 
Fema 1 e 36 20 35 30 57 22 18 14 24 
Ma 1 e #54 25 16 29 23 56 25 21 21 18 
Fema1 e 33 11 29 29 73 28 23 13 15 
Male #55 7 13 23 18 46 31 37 29 27 
Fema 1 e 9 10 10 16 55 40 42 35 37 
Ma 1 e #56 14 20 26 29 52 32 23 20 14 
Fema 1 e 16 14 19 31 70 28 24 25 27 
~1a 1 e #57 14 10 15 23 43 42 38 27 18 
Fema 1 e 16 4 16 30 52 34 41 29 30 
Male #58 24 27 20 19 50 27 23 15 29 
Fema 1 e 31 19 23 16 64 16 26 26 35 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Piers-Harris -- How I See M~self Scale: Love-Hate Dimension 
Ma 1 e #1 43 17 9 11 21 11 4 3 1 
Fema 1 e 54 18 7 14 29 3 4 1 4 
Ma 1 e #2 6 5 4 3 16 11 8 20 46 
Fema 1 e 6 0 0 7 21 9 15 23 58 
Ma 1 e #3 25 17 14 15 16 9 4 7 13 
Fema 1 e 46 13 14 14 27 8 6 5 4 
Ma 1 e #4 32 15 18 13 24 10 4 2 2 
Fema 1 e 48 12 20 17 23 12 1 3 4 
Male #5 3 3 1 6 7 8 24 22 44 
Fema 1 e 3 1 4 5 33 16 17 17 43 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
rtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #1 43 17 9 11 21 11 4 3 1 
Fema 1 e 54 18 7 14 29 3 5 1 4 
Ma 1 e #2 6 5 4 3 16 11 8 20 46 
Fema 1 e 6 0 0 7 21 9 15 23 58 
Ma 1 e #3 25 17 14 15 16 9 4 7 13 
Fema 1 e 46 13 14 14 27 8 6 5 4 
Ma 1 e #4 32 15 18 13 24 10 4 2 2 
Fema 1 e 48 12 20 17 23 12 1 3 4 
Ma 1 e #5 3 3 1 6 7 8 24 22 44 
Fema 1 e 3 1 4 5 33 16 17 17 43 
Ma 1 e #6 27 15 14 12 23 15 4 2 8 
Fema 1 e 42 7 13 16 28 12 5 5 11 
Ma 1e #7 26 11 20 10 23 12 4 5 7 
Fema1 e 39 15 10 20 23 11 9 2 10 
Male #8 34 8 14 12 24 ., 4 5 8 
Fema 1 e 43 14 11 9 38 4 5 2 14 
Ma 1 e #9 4 2 4 2 20 5 11 23 49 
Female 2 6 l 3 38 7 7 15 60 
Ma 1 e #1 0 29 12 12 14 17 7 6 12 11 
Fema 1 e 35 17 12 11 22 12 7 7 15 
Ma 1 e #11 45 13 10 10 25 3 6 4 4 
Fema 1 e 46 9 16 9 39 5 4 3 9 
Male #12 14 6 5 7 20 9 16 13 31 
Fema 1 e 10 3 2 4 29 13 19 21 38 
Male #13 26 12 18 16 30 7 5 3 4 
Fema 1 e 43 16 16 15 35 8 5 l 0 
Male #14 38 13 8 10 32 6 6 4 4 
Fema 1 e 51 15 12 13 37 7 1 1 3 
Ma 1 e #15 2 2 0 5 9 6 19 23 55 
Fern a 1 e 9 4 5 4 28 22 15 18 35 
224 
Table A.4. 1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 
_, 0 1 2 3 4 
===--
Male #16 4 1 0 4 15 12 18 29 38 
Fema 1 e 2 1 1 12 26 20 23 16 37 
~1a 1 e #17 5 1 3 4 18 9 20 15 46 
Fema 1 e 3 4 1 4 21 15 9 20 62 
Ma 1 e #18 10 4 9 14 26 14 13 9 20 
Fema 1 e 13 6 7 10 36 14 15 14 23 
Ma 1 e #19 6 2 6 2 28 11 9 20 37 
Fema 1 e 6 1 3 14 34 15 12 14 41 
Male #20 37 15 20 8 19 6 5 6 3 
Fema 1 e 54 17 15 14 24 4 5 3 4 
Male #21 5 2 3 9 20 10 19 25 25 
Fema 1 e 8 1 2 4 26 14 26 21 38 
Ma 1 e #22 26 26 18 6 28 9 2 3 3 
Fema 1 e 35 15 17 15 40 12 2 2 1 
Ma 1 e #23 13 4 4 3 16 11 12 21 34 
Fema 1 e 12 6 4 10 23 14 20 16 35 
Male #24 22 6 3 9 15 10 9 14 31 
Fema 1 e 4 6 2 7 20 16 20 19 46 
Male #25 26 19 19 13 21 7 4 4 8 
Fema 1 e 46 16 13 15 32 6 6 3 3 
Ma 1 e #26 35 13 17 14 12 9 6 6 9 
Fema 1 e 47 18 15 12 30 4 4 3 6 
Male #27 8 5 5 8 30 14 14 17 20 
Fema 1 e 12 6 5 8 50 10 11 17 18 
Ma 1 e #28 27 15 12 12 29 9 7 1 4 
Female 39 12 12 13 35 7 10 2 5 
Male #29 8 2 3 8 35 13 9 17 25 
Fema1 e 9 6 1 5 39 15 8 13 42 
Male #30 8 8 8 11 24 14 15 15 17 
Female 14 2 12 13 34 7 16 14 26 
' l
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #31 30 14 14 11 18 10 7 6 10 
Fema 1 e 48 11 17 11 29 10 4 1 6 
Male #32 25 15 6 9 33 8 5 4 16 
Fema 1 e 30 13 14 15 35 6 3 6 18 
Male #33 9 1 8 6 25 17 18 14 23 
Fema 1 e 3 1 8 5 54 17 14 13 24 
Male #34 31 9 9 17 14 16 5 9 11 
Fema 1 e 55 11 14 16 30 5 2 3 3 
Male #35 10 4 4 5 36 17 17 6 21 
Fema 1 e 6 4 5 9 52 7 8 13 35 
Male #36 9 2 1 10 16 16 10 19 34 
Fema 1 e 6 1 3 4 22 11 27 17 49 
Male #37 33 10 22 16 16 6 1 1 3 2 
Fema 1 e 36 18 15 15 26 8 6 6 10 
Male #38 22 13 12 18 26 9 4 7 8 
Fema 1 e 42 9 9 13 37 10 8 3 7 
Male #39 5 5 4 5 10 11 14 21 44 
Fema 1 e 8 4 1 5 19 7 14 14 67 
Male #40 20 20 18 8 23 13 4 6 7 
Female 47 13 16 13 24 10 5 3 8 
Ma 1 e #41 5 2 3 7 22 10 15 18 37 
Fema 1 e 7 2 4 3 29 8 12 17 57 
Male #42 15 5 6 9 16 16 14 16 22 
Female 7 0 2 10 22 19 17 20 40 
Ma 1 e #43 30 10 12 11 23 15 6 6 5 
Fema 1 e 48 10 10 9 23 9 9 4 16 
Male #44 7 2 7 9 17 7 15 18 36 
Fema 1 e 3 4 4 8 26 13 10 20 48 
Male #45 30 6 4 6 10 7 10 4 43 
Fema 1e 32 8 12 11 21 11 8 6 31 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #46 47 12 8 8 19 7 2 7 10 
Fema 1 e 47 10 16 5 39 6 5 2 10 
Male #47 37 15 12 9 19 7 5 4 9 
Female 49 13 19 9 23 7 3 3 13 
Male #48 22 12 13 17 30 5 7 4 8 
Fema 1 e 39 15 9 18 41 7 4 1 5 
t~al e #49 7 5 8 7 26 14 10 17 26 
Fema 1 e 8 4 6 14 44 11 14 11 28 
Ma 1 e #50 32 16 11 19 23 7 3 1 6 
Female 62 17 9 10 28 7 2 1 3 
Male #51 2 3 5 4 7 16 19 21 43 
Female 2 1 0 3 14 12 12 28 68 
Male #52 5 4 5 7 15 11 22 20 30 
Female 9 0 0 1 17 13 23 21 54 
Ma 1 e #53 45 18 12 7 13 5 7 5 6 
Fema 1 e 67 13 10 10 30 3 2 0 4 
Ma 1 e #54 4 4 5 4 11 11 20 21 40 
Fema 1 e 5 3 5 6 16 12 21 20 50 
Ma 1 e #55 2 1 3 6 13 3 16 24 50 
Female 5 1 3 3 22 12 22 24 47 
Ma 1 e #56 21 15 10 13 16 10 12 4 15 
Female 55 14 11 11 28 5 5 2 6 
Ma 1 e #57 12 6 3 6 32 15 13 11 16 
Female 19 1 1 7 26 14 12 17 39 
Male #58 36 17 15 12 19 8 4 3 4 
Fema 1 e 57 13 11 12 29 7 3 0 5 
Ma 1 e #59 36 17 10 10 24 7 4 3 7 
Female 67 10 5 6 39 1 3 3 4 
Male #60 5 6 3 0 26 8 12 20 36 
Female 5 4 1 3 31 11 13 24 48 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #61 36 12 16 12 25 7 4 5 4 
Fema 1 e 47 18 13 12 30 9 0 3 8 
Ma 1 e #6_2 36 18 21 10 21 5 4 0 6 
Fema 1 e 48 15 11 17 27 4 1 6 10 
Male #63 7 5 6 7 19 11 16 17 32 
Fema 1 e 15 10 13 15 31 13 10 6 26 
Male #64 34 20 15 14 24 5 1 3 5 
Fema 1 e 60 12 9 10 31 6 3 3 3 
Male #65 51 13 15 8 16 6 5 1 6 
Female 44 15 11 11 31 9 7 1 9 
Male #66 32 18 10 11 23 6 3 5 11 
Fema 1 e 57 13 13 17 27 3 1 4 2 
Male #67 4 1 4 9 13 12 17 28 32 
Fema 1 e 1 2 6 4 17 11 21 27 51 
Ma 1 e #68 23 17 18 16 16 8 7 4 10 
Fema 1 e 42 10 15 11 22 4 7 10 17 
Male #69 10 2 4 1 21 13 13 8 48 
Fema 1 e 20 1 3 6 39 4 20 11 35 
Male #70 5 4 4 5 17 13 21 20 32 
Fema 1 e 3 1 5 6 15 12 17 24 55 
Male #71 26 7 13 7 23 12 14 6 12 
Fema 1 e 33 11 7 14 24 7 8 11 22 
Male #72 10 5 3 6 15 5 13 17 46 
Fema 1 e 8 3 4 4 22 4 6 20 67 
Male #73 9 3 0 9 25 12 13 19 31 
Fema 1 e 11 1 2 7 46 11 7 13 40 
Male #74 37 18 12 13 19 7 3 4 5 
Fema 1 e 43 15 10 20 31 4 8 3 5 
Ma 1 e #75 36 19 12 10 27 7 2 4 4 
Fema 1 e 51 17 11 18 29 4 5 1 3 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #76 5 3 4 2 10 6 13 26 49 
Fema 1 e 1 1 2 1 15 8 17 25 69 
Male #77 10 10 10 3 21 15 19 10 23 
Fema 1 e 18 5 5 13 29 12 17 10 28 
Ma 1 e #78 26 20 5 10 22 7 9 1 21 
Fema 1 e 43 17 14 15 28 3 5 5 8 
Ma 1 e #79 44 20 7 12 21 6 2 5 3 
Fema 1 e 49 21 7 15 28 6 2 3 8 
Male #80 3 1 1 4 13 10 14 27 46 
Fema 1 e 1 0 1 2 24 6 17 20 67 
Piers-Harris Freguencies: Submission-Dominance Dimension 
Ma 1 e #1 23 11 18 10 22 11 6 7 9 
Fema 1 e 26 12 14 16 38 13 7 4 10 
Ma 1 e #2 9 1 4 8 21 14 15 17 28 
Fema 1 e 4 3 3 6 20 15 14 25 49 
Male #3 10 13 11 11 32 11 13 11 7 
Fema1 e 18 8 12 14 37 22 7 11 10 
Male #4 14 7 10 24 18 14 18 3 11 
Female 20 6 12 21 31 17 11 11 11 
Ma 1 e #5 4 2 8 12 12 10 25 19 27 
Fema 1 e 7 0 10 3 22 18 21 20 39 
Ma 1 e #6 10 7 11 11 26 16 14 10 15 
Fema 1 e 18 7 12 17 23 23 11 8 21 
Ma 1 e #7 9 6 9 14 25 21 15 10 11 
Fema 1 e 25 5 9 11 25 19 17 12 17 
Male #8 12 9 10 7 33 15 11 6 15 
Female 17 7 11 11 48 15 9 7 14 
Ma 1 e #9 6 5 7 15 20 7 10 24 25 
Fema 1 e 7 3 3 14 28 12 15 15 42 
229 
Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 
_, 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #10 9 9 12 12 22 17 17 9 11 
Fema 1 e 12 6 12 11 30 15 19 12 20 
Male #11 18 12 9 8 32 12 10 5 12 
Fema 1 e 18 13 19 12 46 12 7 9 13 
Ma 1 e #12 11 6 7 7 18 13 19 9 30 
Fema 1 e 3 3 3 7 21 13 18 16 56 
Male #13 9 9 6 21 30 17 10 14 4 
Fema 1 e 15 13 17 15 44 12 10 4 10 
Ma 1 e #14 10 9 14 15 36 7 16 6 5 
Fema 1 e 20 9 13 15 46 14 8 3 12 
Male #15 6 5 6 3 12 15 15 24 34 
Fema 1 e 3 4 3 6 21 20 19 23 41 
Male #16 4 1 7 11 10 19 20 19 29 
Fema 1 e 3 2 6 9 21 19 16 16 48 
Male #17 5 10 8 11 16 9 16 17 28 
Fema 1 e 4 5 6 11 26 17 14 15 42 
Male #18 5 8 12 12 24 14 12 14 18 
Fema 1 e 9 5 6 6 43 18 17 10 26 
Male #19 8 6 8 5 19 10 24 15 25 
Fema 1 e 4 4 3 16 22 17 22 18 34 
Ma 1 e #20 18 11 11 9 22 16 11 13 7 
Fema 1 e 17 0 15 8 27 21 18 10 13 
Male #21 5 8 12 12 13 10 18 20 19 
Fema 1 e 9 2 7 5 16 21 12 25 39 
Ma 1 e #22 10 3 25 10 29 15 12 8 6 
Fema 1 e 16 11 8 15 36 18 11 9 12 
Ma 1 e #23 10 8 9 7 15 11 21 15 23 
Fema 1 e 5 4 9 9 19 15 19 15 44 
Male #24 13 7 10 7 14 11 16 13 27 
Fema 1 e 4 1 3 5 36 15 16 20 39 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #25 15 12 17 8 30 14 7 11 3 
Female 20 10 11 14 38 13 9 10 12 
Ma 1 e #26 17 10 14 13 22 12 16 5 9 
Fema 1 e 14 10 6 25 29 16 14 13 13 
Ma 1 e #27 7 6 10 7 24 16 16 15 18 
Fema 1 e 10 2 12 17 27 19 22 13 18 
Ma 1 e #28 11 9 12 8 31 18 19 7 5 
Female 14 9 8 14 34 17 22 6 13 
Male #29 7 5 5 7 34 10 15 12 24 
Female 8 3 3 10 36 11 7 25 34 
Ma 1 e #30 6 9 9 9 23 18 18 10 17 
Fema 1 e 8 6 12 14 22 20 19 14 23 
Male #31 16 10 11 8 27 14 15 9 10 
Female 20 5 10 13 39 16 12 6 19 
Male #32 12 11 9 12 34 13 5 12 10 
Fema 1 e 18 7 6 14 35 14 9 13 22 
Ma 1 e #33 5 6 11 8 19 20 20 17 12 
Female 6 7 10 7 24 20 27 14 23 
Male #34 15 9 14 12 27 13 12 8 7 
Fema 1 e 22 10 10 12 33 11 22 6 14 
Male #35 9 5 13 9 29 8 17 12 18 
Fema 1 e 6 2 9 6 38 6 14 18 40 
Male #36 4 7 9 10 16 16 10 13 34 
Female 9 2 13 4 12 20 23 15 41 
Male #37 14 9 13 17 22 13 17 9 5 
Fema 1 e 11 8 14 12 26 22 21 8 16 
Male #38 13 13 13 17 30 13 9 2 8 
Female 30 16 13 15 31 12 9 4 8 
Male #39 3 4 13 0 18 13 15 17 28 
Female 2 3 5 5 21 18 24 18 43 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Male #40 11 7 14 15 33 12 14 3 10 
Female 17 5 14 14 36 18 10 8 16 
Ma 1 e #41 9 2 5 4 26 12 18 18 26 
Female 4 2 7 5 30 9 16 19 45 
Male #42 11 7 5 9 19 11 19 19 20 
Female 6 3 6 11 23 20 22 18 29 
Ma 1 e #43 18 7 10 14 26 14 11 6 12 
Fema 1 e 20 6 9 7 45 11 19 11 8 
Ma 1 e #44 5 7 7 8 15 13 18 18 28 
Female 3 2 6 7 27 21 12 22 39 
Male #45 24 5 6 8 17 8 11 11 30 
Female 15 4 10 10 31 18 11 9 31 
Male #46 20 12 14 17 20 12 4 10 11 
Female 21 14 17 10 35 12 14 7 9 
Ma 1 e #47 15 12 10 12 28 11 7 13 11 
Female 19 10 13 16 32 18 11 6 14 
Ma 1 e #48 10 10 17 12 24 16 13 11 6 
Fema 1 e 16 11 6 9 39 20 15 9 14 
Male #49 7 12 9 10 26 14 17 9 17 
Female 11 4 8 15 30 19 18 11 22 
Male #50 17 9 17 10 28 13 11 8 7 
Female 18 10 9 17 32 21 14 7 9 
Ma 1 e #51 7 1 10 7 20 8 25 19 24 
Female 4 3 5 10 16 13 24 19 43 
Ma 1 e #52 3 6 8 9 17 13 18 21 24 
Female 4 3 9 8 12 11 22 25 42 
Male #53 16 7 13 11 37 12 10 7 8 
Fema 1 e 18 13 8 14 35 18 10 10 12 
Male #54 5 5 8 8 21 13 19 21 21 
Female 4 2 8 5 25 16 24 15 39 
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Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Item No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #55 2 8 5 7 22 14 13 16 34 
Fema 1 e 7 6 7 8 16 17 15 24 38 
Ma 1 e #56 9 12 17 11 28 18 15 10 11 
Female 25 11 12 7 34 18 12 4 15 
Ma 1 e #57 8 9 6 8 40 12 19 9 10 
Fema 1 e 10 5 4 5 37 12 16 12 37 
Male #58 21 21 11 9 23 13 14 3 6 
Female 21 11 13 16 41 15 7 2 12 
Male #59 13 19 11 15 26 10 13 7 7 
Fema 1 e 31 10 11 11 45 13 9 5 3 
Ma 1 e #60 11 6 12 5 24 14 10 16 22 
Fema 1 e 4 3 2 8 32 15 20 12 39 
Male #61 22 12 8 13 32 12 8 3 11 
Fema 1 e 21 7 13 12 37 20 11 8 10 
Male #62 12 15 13 14 31 16 8 4 6 
Fema 1 e 21 17 13 12 34 20 7 7 7 
Ma 1 e #63 7 6 9 15 19 13 18 19 14 
Fema 1 e 9 5 10 15 29 20 18 12 19 
Male #64 17 8 13 13 37 9 10 3 10 
Fema 1 e 23 21 6 11 33 19 11 6 9 
Male #65 14 9 7 12 22 14 12 17 13 
Female 20 5 13 10 36 21 15 9 11 
Ma 1 e #66 17 14 6 18 24 12 8 9 11 
Fema 1 e 24 9 8 14 26 19 14 9 15 
Ma 1 e #67 3 6 4 9 21 14 23 22 19 
Fema 1 e 6 5 7 5 23 17 27 14 34 
Ma 1 e #68 17 9 15 14 16 10 20 8 12 
Fema 1 e 20 7 13 22 25 11 10 16 14 
Male #69 9 5 8 6 21 13 16 12 30 
Female 7 3 9 10 41 6 14 14 34 
233 
Table A.4.1 (Continued) 
Jtem No. -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 
Ma 1 e #70 12 8 6 9 18 9 26 18 15 
Female 2 4 7 6 23 11 18 25 44 
Ma 1 e #71 10 8 7 9 29 14 13 12 18 
Fema 1 e 16 9 4 10 33 14 14 15 24 
Male #72 9 3 6 10 24 13 7 15 32 
Fema 1 e 5 3 7 7 20 10 8 20 56 
Male #73 4 6 9 12 25 16 14 14 21 
Fema 1 e 4 7 5 8 36 8 13 20 39 
Ma 1 e #74 19 11 16 11 26 11 7 9 10 
Female 17 7 12 12 27 21 17 10 17 
Ma 1 e #75 13 12 12 21 29 11 9 7 5 
Fema 1 e 24 11 9 12 37 17 12 8 9 
Ma 1 e #76 5 2 6 11 15 14 16 22 29 
Fema 1 e 3 3 9 11 22 11 19 14 47 
Ma 1 e #77 8 13 10 9 22 10 19 11 16 
Female 13 4 8 9 25 16 20 17 28 
Male #78 18 12 7 15 27 11 10 8 12 
Fema 1 e 17 8 13 15 38 18 11 6 14 
Male #79 17 15 13 17 24 8 9 8 9 
Female 21 8 8 19 26 23 13 7 14 
Male #80 6 5 10 8 15 9 15 20 31 
Female 6 3 13 6 18 11 17 21 44 
Table A.4.2 
Table of Means, Standard Deviations, and Number of Subjects 
Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
~nnessee Self Concept Scale: Male Distribution on Both Dimensions 
#1 L-H 2.689 1. 562 116 #14 L-H - .339 2.354 115 
#1 s-o 1.758 2.124 116 #14 S-D .221 2.021 113 
#2 L-H 1.568 2.026 116 #15 L-H - . 112 2.420 116 
#2 s-o 1. 215 2.141 116 #15 s-o .413 2.222 116 
#3 L-H -1.922 2.230 116 #16 L-H -1.200 2.428 115 
#3 s-o .392 2.505 112 #16 S-D . 719 2.321 114 
#4 L-H 1 .434 1 .854 115 #17 L-H - . 327 2.740 116 
#4 s-o 1. 201 2.070 114 #17 S-D .347 2.645 115 
#5 L-H 1. 767 2.023 116 #18 L-H 1. 405 2.470 116 
#5 S-D 1 .643 2.240 115 #18 S-D 1.460 2.457 115 
#6 L-H -2.017 2.198 116 #19 L-H -2.121 2.168 115 
#6 s-o - .034 2.563 116 #19 S-D - .808 2.255 115 
#7 L-H 1. 741 1 . 911 116 #20 L-H -2.321 2.226 115 
#7 S-D 1.176 2.252 113 #20 S-0 - . 612 2.354 116 
#8 L-H .767 2.277 116 #21 L-H 1. 284 2.470 116 
#8 S-D .359 2.273 114 #21 S-0 .821 2.665 112 
#9 L-H -2.433 2.108 113 #22 L-H -2.103 1. 917 116 
#9 S-D - .038 2.487 116 #22 S-D - .380 2.413 113 
#1 0 L-H 2.663 1. 946 116 #23 L-H -1 . 931 2.343 116 
#1 0 S- 0 .826 2.699 115 #23 S-D - .269 2.559 115 
#11 L-H 2.801 1. 653 116 #24 L-H 1. 025 2.472 116 
#11 S-D .865 2.463 115 #24 S-D 1.274 2.349 113 
#12 L-H -1.344 2.543 116 #25 L-H -1.827 2.367 116 
#12 S- D 
- . 286 2.567 115 #25 S-D - .500 2.263 116 
#13 L-H 2.163 1.860 116 #26 L-H -1.956 2.382 116 
#13 S- D 1. 782 1.950 115 #26 S-D - . 321 2.455 115 
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Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#27 L-H 2.137 2.084 116 #42 L-H 1. 275 2.209 116 
#27 S-D 1. 232 2.304 116 #42 S-D 1 .123 2.083 113 
#28 L-H -2.224 2.690 116 #43 L-H -1.321 2.337 115 
#28 s-o - . 619 2.536 113 #43 s-o . 139 1.905 115 
#29 L-H -2.017 2.516 115 #44 L-H 2.017 2.373 116 
#29 s-o - .443 2.329 115 #44 S-0 1 .052 2.262 115 
#30 L-H 1. 784 2.438 116 #45 L-H 1.695 2. 221 115 
#30 s-o 1. 089 2. 531 112 #45 S-0 1. 137 2.029 116 
#31 L- H -1.973 2.458 114 #46 L-H 1. 286 2.631 115 
#31 S-D .070 2.393 114 #46 S-0 .982 2.017 116 
#32 L-H -1 . 725 2.406 113 #47 L-H 1. 096 2.210 114 
#32 S-D .238 2.280 109 #47 S-D .939 1.930 116 
#33 L-H - .782 2.312 115 #48 L-H 1 .025 2.160 116 
#33 S-D .391 2.304 115 #48 S-0 .965 1.887 116 
#34 L-H -1.176 2.216 113 #49 L-H - .840 2.351 113 
#34 S-0 - .080 2.049 112 #49 S-D - .043 1.848 116 
#35 L-H .763 2.406 114 #50 L-H - .025 2.789 116 
#35 s-o .628 2.204 113 #50 S-0 . 318 2.364 116 
#36 L-H 1. 543 2.524 116 #51 L-H 1.824 2.266 114 
#36 S- 0 1.175 2.305 114 #51 S-0 1. 025 2.629 116 
#37 L-H - . 431 2.895 116 #52 L-H .840 2.332 113 
#37 s-o - . 165 2.398 115 #52 S-D .008 2.215 112 
#38 L-H .698 2.262 116 #53 L-H - .939 2.541 115 
#38 S-D .608 2.250 115 #53 S-D - .238 2.092 113 
#39 L-H 2.336 2.154 116 #54 L-H 1. 219 2.341 114 
#39 S-D 1. 365 2.359 115 #54 S-0 .938 2.300 113 
#40 L-H 1 .422 2.435 116 #55 L-H 1.508 2.203 114 
#40 S-D .895 2.325 115 #55 s-o 1.114 2.205 114 
#41 L-H 1. 956 2. 227 114 #56 L-H 1. 534 2.255 116 
#4 1 S- D 1. 252 2.231 115 #56 s-o .955 2.185 113 
I 
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rtem No. Mean Std. Oev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#57 L-H - .068 2.909 116 #72 L-H .678 2.356 112 
#57 S-0 .660 2.429 112 #72 S-0 .823 2.155 113 
#58 L-H .226 2.923 115 #73 L-H 1.692 2.230 114 
#58 5-D 1.086 2.490 115 #73 S-0 1.289 2.287 114 
! #59 L-H - .956 2.647 115 #74 L-H -1 . 131 2. 718 114 
#59 s-o . 166 2.257 114 #74 s-o .525 2.503 116 
#60 L-H - . 765 2.630 115 #75 L-H 1 .176 2.504 113 
#60 S-0 .401 2.287 112 #75 s-o 1 .034 2.158 116 
#61 L-H 1. 342 2.619 114 #76 L-H - . 271 2.707 114 
#61 S-0 1 .153 2.149 111 #76 s-o . 551 2.300 116 
#62 L-H - .442 2.397 113 #77 L-H - .692 2.556 114 
#62 S-0 .342 2.193 114 #77 s-o .434 2.298 115 
#63 L-H 1. 621 2.540 111 #78 L-H 2.285 1 .895 112 
#63 S-0 .846 2.468 111 #78 S-0 1.330 2.130 115 
#64 L-H .500 2.421 114 #79 L-H 1. 973 2.045 114. 
#64 S-0 .543 2.202 114 #79 S-0 1.298 2.296 114 
#65 L-H 1. 562 2.288 112 #80 L-H .815 2.508 114 
#65 S-0 .956 2.209 115 #80 S-0 .043 2.385 115 
#66 L-H 1. 347 2.255 115 #81 L-H 1. 521 1. 975 115 
#66 S-0 .684 2.187 114 #81 s-o .826 2.095 115 
#67 L-H .098 2.257 112 #82 L-H 1.605 2.143 114 
#67 S-0 .855 2.008 111 #82 S-0 .921 2.040 114 
#68 L-H .535 2.900 114 #83 L-H - . 324 2.682 114 
#68 S-0 .830 2.474 112 #83 s-o .544 2.362 112 
#69 L-H 1. 815 2.462 114 #84 L-H 2.180 2.304 111 
#69 S-0 1. 535 2.116 114 #84 S-0 .982 2.364 114 
#70 L-H 1. 356 2.031 115 #85 L-H 2.043 2.084 114 
#70 S-0 1.142 1. 925 112 #85 s-o .729 2.323 111 
#71 L-H -1 . 123 2.360 113 #86 L-H -1.482 2.887 114 
#71 S-0 .216 2.340 111 #86 s-o - . 181 2.479 116 
l 
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Item No. Mean Std. Oev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#87 L-H -1 . 217 2.664 115 #94 L-H .789 2.757 114 
#87 S-0 - .121 2. 317 115 #94 S-0 .752 2.285 113 
#88 L-H 1. 741 2.069 112 #95 L-H - .626 2.580 115 
#88 S-0 .887 2.075 116 #95 S-0 .447 2.402 114 
#89 L-H - .600 2.293 115 #96 L-H - .852 2.336 115 
#89 S-0 .49o 2.429 116 #96 S-0 .382 2.326 115 
#90 L-H - . 756 2.397 115 #97 L-H .965 2. 301 115 
#90 S-D . 181 2.263 116 #97 S-D .787 2.097 113 
#91 L-H 1.107 2.428 112 #98 L-H -1.226 2.123 115 
#91 S-D 1 . 159 2.006 113 #98 S-D .008 2.226 115 
#92 L-H - . 122 2.593 114 #99 L-H - . 626 2.647 115 
#92 S-D .473 2.289 112 #99 S-D .086 2.296 115 
#93 L-H -1.254 2.484 114 #100 L-H - .139 2.622 115 
#93 S-0 . 491 2.348 112 #100 S-0 .678 2.397 115 
Tennessee Self Conceet Scale: Female Distribution on Both Dimensions 
#1 L-H 2.382 1. 694 115 #8 L-H 1.500 1 .881 116 
#1 s-o 2.000 1. 964 116 #8 S-D 1. 517 1. 931 116 
#2 L-H 1.608 l. 998 115 #9 L-H -2.353 2.195 116 
#2 S-D 1.448 2.144 116 #9 S-D - . 353 2.266 116 
#3 L-H -2.094 2. 276 116 #10 L-H 3.017 1 .652 116 
#3 s-o .629 2.393 116 #10 S-0 .508 2.893 116 
#4 L-H 2.147 1.446 115 #11 L-H 2.594 1.920 116 
#4 s-o 1 .808 2.072 115 #11 S-D .887 2.768 116 
#5 L-H 2.228 1. 703 114 #12 L-H -1.560 2.496 116 
#5 s-o 2.226 1.878 115 #12 S-0 - .426 2.286 115 
#6 L-H -2.482 1.922 116 #13 L-H 2.365 1. 692 115 
#6 s-o .078 2.369 115 #13 S-0 2.114 2.016 114 
#7 L-H 2.456 1. 416 116 #14 L-H 1 . 156 2.367 115 
#7 S-D 2.103 1. 997 116 #14 S-D 1. 333 2.437 114 
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-Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item. No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
= 
------- ------------ -------------------- ----
#15 L-H - .469 2. 4 71 113 #30 L-H .442 2.441 113 
#15 s-o .069 2. 312 115 #30 S-0 .730 2.201 115 
#16 L- H -1.344 2.337 116 #31 L-H -2.104 2.284 1"15 
#16 s-o .522 2.442 113 #31 S-0 .069 2.437 115 
#17 L-H - .878 2. 551 115 #32 L-H -1.560 2.429 116 
#17 S-0 .603 2.441 116 #32 S-0 .362 2.472 116 
#18 L-H 2.568 1.755 116 #33 L-H - .939 2.371 116 
#18 s-o 2.365 2.010 115 #33 S-0 .965 2.377 116 
#19 L-H -2.408 1. 923 115 #34 L-H -1.318 2.327 116 
#19 S-O - .930 2.067 115 #34 s-o .347 2.387 115 
#20 L-H -2.495 2.006 115 #35 L-H 1.245 2.344 114 
#20 S-0 - .765 2.177 115 #35 s-o 1.088 2.115 113 
#21 L-H 1. 025 2.447 116 f136 L-H 1 .173 2.596 115 
#21 S-0 1. 327 2.269 113 #36 S-D 1.408 2.235 i15 
#22 L-H -2.025 2.124 116 #37 L-H .577 2.744 116 
#22 S-D - .061 2. 311 113 #37 s-o .692 2.549 114 
#23 L-H -2.077 1.765 116 #38 L-H 1 .165 2.409 115 
#23 S-D .000 2.308 114 #38 s-o .964 2.300 114 
#24 L-H 1. 612 2.174 116 #39 L-H 2.626 1. 966 115 
#24 S-0 1. 947 2.034 114 #39 S-D 1. 913 2.109 115 
#25 L-H -2.189 2.249 116 #40 L-H 1. 956 2.212 116 
#25 S-0 - .342 2.548 114 #40 s-o 1.275 2.346 116 
#26 L-H -2.051 2.249 116 #41 L-H 1. 965 2.051 ll5 
:#26 S-0 - .382 2.288 115 #41 s-o 1.596 2. l 02 114 
#27 L-H 2.612 l. 748 116 #42 L-H 1 .412 1 .852 114 
#27 s-o 1 .439 2.503 116 #42 S-0 1.652 2.043 115 
#28 L-H -2.094 2.904 116 #43 L-H -1 .131 2.088 lH 
#28 S-0 - .896 2.555 116 #43 s-o - .168 2.348 113 
#29 L-H -2.112 2.490 116 #44 L-'H 1.974 2.270 116 
#29 s-o - .657 2.448 114 #44 s-o 1.565 2.446 115 
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Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item' No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
~;::: -------· 
#45 L-H l. 965 2.012 115 #60 L-H - .852 2.414 115 
#45 S-D 1. 517 2.316 116 #60 S-0 .741 2.370 116 
#46 L-H 1 .885 2.047 114 #61 L-H 1.086 2.576 116 
#46 S-0 1. 336 2.150 116 #61 S-D 1. 739 2.048 115 
#47 L-H l. 026 l. 962 115 #62 L-H - .180 2.615 111 
#47 S-D 1.077 1. 856 116 #62 S-D .789 2.255 114 
#48 L-H 1. 699 1. 889 113 #63 L-H 1. 842 2.337 114 
#48 S-D 1. 568 1.889 116 #63 S-D 1 .649 2.420 114 
#49 L-H - . 849 2.184 113 #64 L-H 1.000 2.236 115 
#49 S-D .206 2.128 116 #64 S-D 1. 269 2.185 115 
#50 L-H - .637 2. 561 116 #65 L-H 1 .660 1 .872 115 
#50 S-D .844 2.433 116 #65 S-D l .407 2.206 113 
#51 L-H .741 2. 421 116 #66 L-H 1.157 2.002 114 
#51 S-D 1. 491 2.270 116 #66 S-D 1. 234 1. 992 115 
#52 L-H 1. 034 2.456 116 #67 L-H .719 2.447 114 
#52 S-D - .060 2.684 116 #67 S-D 1. 324 1. 979 114 
#53 L-H - .867 2.384 113 #68 L-H .192 2.914 114 
#53 S-D - .447 2.069 114 #68 S-0 1 . 219 2.547 114 
#54 L-H .582 2.180 115 #69 L-H 2.025 1. 958 116 
#54 S-D .655 2.183 116 #69 S-D 2.077 1.907 116 
#55 L-H 1. 336 2.051 116 #70 L-H 2.052 1. 052 114 
#55 S-D 1. 560 2.035 116 #70 S-D 1. 973 1.997 115 
#56 L-H 1.408 2.204 115 #71 L-H - .947 2.434 115 
#56 S-D 1. 356 2.366 115 #71 S-0 .176 2.475 113 
#57 L-H .061 2.772 114 #72 L-H 1.265 2.412 113 
#57 S-D .896 2.422 116 #72 S-0 .965 2.186 116 
#58 L-H . 801 2.664 116 #73 L-H 2.247 1.966 113 
#58 S-D 1. 530 2.217 115 #73 5-D 2.060 1.906 115 
#59 L-H - .758 ?.316 116 #74 L-H -1 . 267 2.367 116 
#59 S-0 . 061 2.350 114 #74 S-D .547 2.417 115 
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Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#75 L-H 1 . 017 2. 321 116 #88 L-H 1 .869 1 .808 liS 
#75 S-D 1 . 155 2.185 116 #88 S-D 1. 556 2.074 115 
i/76 L-H .077 2. 611 116 #89 L-H - .782 2.258 115 
#76 S-0 .800 2.439 115 #89 S-D .747 2.274 115 
#77 L-H -1 . 139 2.409 115 #90 L-H - . 921 2.381 liS 
#77 s-o .600 2.353 115 #90 s-o .413 2.384 116 
#78 L-H 2.198 1. 730 116 #91 L-H 1. 594 2.114 116 
#78 S-D 2.155 1. 815 116 #91 s-o 1. 398 2.140 113 
#79 L-H 2.159 1 . 719 113 #92 L-H .035 2.562 114 
#79 S-0 2.088 1. 820 113 #92 s-o .747 2.430 115 
#80 L-H .706 2.402 116 #93 L-H - .626 2.583 115 
#80 S-0 . 631 2.580 114 #93 S-0 .438 2.510 114 
#81 L-H 1. 643 1. 878 115 #94 L-H 1.443 2.450 115 
#81 s-o 1 .400 1. 981 115 #94 S-D 1.486 2.325 115 
#82 L-H 2.052 1. 968 114 #95 L-H - . 689 2.572 116 
#82 S-D 1 .654 2.174 113 #95 S-D .568 2.400 116 
#83 L-H - . 162 2.535 111 #96 L-H -1.026 2.359 115 
#83 S-D .876 2.375 113 #96 s-o . 191 2.274 115 
#8fl L-H 1 . 991 2.066 115 #97 L-H 1. 336 2.072 116 
#84 S-0 1. 008 2. 541 116 #97 S-D 1 . 191 2.301 115 
#85 L-H 2.304 1. 942 115 #98 L-H - . 879 2.102 116 
#85 S-D 1. 517 2.339 114 #98 S-0 • 146 2.183 116 
#86 L-H -1.763 2.328 114 #99 L-H - .543 2.493 116 
#86 S-0 - . 191 2.645 115 #99 S-0 .387 2. 511 116 
1f87 L-H -1 . 831 2.287 113 #100 L-H - .413 2.650 116 
#87 S-0 - . 321 2.437 115 #100 S-D .780 2.505 114 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
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Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
Li2sett Self Conc~t Scale: Male Distribution on Both Dimensions 
#l L-H 2.C24 1 .845 237 #12 L-H 2.136 1. 987 227 
#1 S-D 1. 789 2.174 233 #12 S-0 1.288 2.373 232 
#2 L-H 2.573 1. 891 237 #13 L-H 2.195 2.089 230 
#2 S-D 1. 668 2.283 235 #13 S-0 1. 6o3 2.386 235 
#3 L-H 2.320 2.045 237 #14 L-H 2.309 1. 979 230 
#3 S-0 1. 733 2.292 233 #14 s-o 1. 714 2.451 235 
#4 L-H 2. 772 1. 689 237 1115 L-H 2.336 2.125 232 
#4 S-D 1. 678 2.437 233 #15 S-0 1. 348 2.524 235 
#5 L-H 2.130 2.192 237 #16 L-H 1. 599 2.248 232 
#5 S-D 1. 500 2.378 234 #16 S-0 1 .235 2.417 234 
#6 L-H 2.283 2.058 233 #17 L-H -1.000 2.680 232 
#6 s-o 1. 633 2.292 232 #17 s-o .059 2.600 234 
#7 L-H 2.238 2.190 232 #18 L-H 1. 259 2.230 231 
#7 S-D 1. 747 2.301 234 #18 s-o 1.177 2.429 231 
#8 L-H 2.529 2.000 234 #19 L-H 1. 991 2.270 231 
#8 S-0 1. 655 2.459 235 #19 S-0 1 . 517 2.496 234 
#9 L-H 2. 331 2.139 232 #20 L-H - .665 2.635 233 
#9 S-D 1. 692 2.491 231 #20 S-D .427 2.531 234 
#1 0 L-H - . 940 2.830 234 #21 L-H 2.545 1 .859 231 
#10 S-D .038 2.730 232 #21 S-D 1. 708 2.450 237 
#11 L-H 1. 781 2.243 229 #22 L-H 2.641 1.824 234 
#11 S-0 1. 261 2.395 233 #22 S-O 1. 987 2.281 237 
liQsett Self Conc~E!_?cale: Female Distribution on Both Dimensions 
#l L-H 2.898 1. 622 256 I #3 L-H 2.914 1 . 510 256 #1 S-0 2.154 2.137 252 #3 S-0 2.353 1. 975 252 J 
#2 L-H 2.820 1.744 256 #4 L-H 2.308 2.029 256 
#2 S-D 2.074 2.287 254 #4 S-0 2.031 2.082 256 
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Item No. Mean Std. Oev. N~ Item No. Mean Std. Oev. N 
#5 L-H 2.503 1. 788 256 #14 L-H 2.764 1. 550 251 
#5 S-0 2.106 2.087 254 #14 s-o 2.288 2.066 253 
#6 L-H 2.804 1 . 619 250 #15 L-H 2.192 2.190 254 
H(, S-0 1. 960 2.299 252 #15 S-0 1. S80 2.476 255 
#7 L-H 2.795 1. 706 249 #16 L-H 1. 932 2.003 252 
#7 S-0 2.079 2.225 251 #16 S-0 1. 784 2.081 250 
#8 L-H 2.635 1 .813 255 #17 L-H -1.384 2.603 252 
#8 S-0 2.366 2.057 254 #17 S-0 .094 2.685 253 
#9 L-H 2.443 1. 971 255 #18 L-H l. 654 2.071 252 
#9 S-0 2.098 2.213 255 #18 s-o 1.892 2.035 252 
#10 L-H -1.458 2.812 255 #19 L-H 2.265 2.022 252 
#10 S-O .297 2.688 2s;~ #19 S-0 2.245 1. 996 253 
#11 L-H 1. 883 1. 952 248 #20 L-H -0.408 2.764 252 
#11 S-0 1 . 84 t. 2.126 254 #20 S-0 .753 2.569 252 
#12 L-H 2. 301 '1. 752 252 #21 L-H 3.008 1. 638 249 
#12 S-O 2.122 1.959 253 #21 S-0 2.441 2.113 256 
#13 L-H 2.766 1.602 253 #22 L-H 2.988 1. 607 253 
#13 S-0 2.458 1. 780 255 I #22 S-0 2. 421 2.048 256 I 
----------------------------------1-----------------------------------
Coopersmith Self Esteem Inventory: Male Distribution on Both Dimensions 
fil L-H - .903 2.563 228 #5 L-H 2.336 2.215 235 
#1 S-0 .376 2.355 231 #5 S-0 .880 2.476 235 
#2 L-H l. 759 2.039 233 #6 L-H - .655 2.539 235 
#2 S-0 1. 360 2.116 233 #6 S-D .371 2.103 234 
#3 L-H - . 114 2.701 235 #7 L-H .791 2.618 235 
#3 S-D .042 2.173 235 #7 S-D - .128 2.378 234 
#4 L-H 1. 587 1. 990 235 #8 L-H -1.225 2.689 235 
#4 S-D .833 2.469 234 #8 S-D - . 126 2.471 230 
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#9 L-H .851 2.619 235 #?~ L-H 2.008 2.100 234 
#9 S-0 .234 2. 331 235 #24 S-D 1.110 2.239 235 
#10 L-H .897 2.188 234 #25 L-H -1.685 2.238 235 
#10 S-0 1. 063 2.179 235 #25 S-0 .0765 2.375 235 
!ill L-H 1. 731 2.038 231 #26 L-H - . 371 2.467 234 
#11 s-o .880 2.123 235 #26 S-0 - .417 2.127 234 
#12 L-H - .888 2.530 233 #27 L-H - .277 2.519 231 
#12 S-0 - .125 2.438 231 #27 S-0 .421 2.107 235 
#13 L-H .366 2.419 232 #28 L-H .480 2.546 233 
til3 s-o .508 2.169 234 #28 S-0 .497 2.310 233 
#14 L-H .729 2.857 229 #29 L-H 1. 540 2.152 235 
#14 S-D .864 2.468 236 #29 S-0 1 . 218 2.169 2'33 
#15 L-H -1.600 2.359 233 #30 L-H 
-
. 201 2.499 233 
#15 S-0 - . 319 2. 381 235 #30 S-D .343 2.422 2:-;6 
#16 L-H - .444 2.394 234 #31 L-H -1.303 2.422 234 
#16 S-0 . 179 2.159 234 #31 S-0 - .206 2.310 233 
#17 L-H - .081 2.542 233 #32 L-H . 713 2.269 234 
#17 S-0 .244 2.303 229 #32 S-0 .094 2 .3'14 234 
#18 L-H 1. 806 2.224 233 #33 L-H -1 . 189 2.547 232 
#18 S-0 .875 2.391 233 #33 S-0 - .562 2.250 233 
#19 L-H 1.198 2.274 232 #34 L-H - .549 2.859 231 
#19 s-o - .055 2.363 233 #34 S-0 - .012 2.229 231 
#20 L-H - .463 2.584 233 #35 L-H - . 791 2.830 235 
#20 S-D . 193 2.170 232 #35 S-D .251 2.377 235 
#21 L-H 1.538 2.547 232 #36 L-H 1. 418 2.179 234 
#21 S-D .834 2.382 235 #36 S-0 .939 2. 211 231 
#22 L-H -1 . 502 2.446 235 #37 L-H .206 3.130 233 
#22 s-o - . 210 2.444 233 #37 S-D .200 2.539 230 
#23 L-H 2.373 2.076 233 #38 L-H -1.077 2.367 233 
#23 s-o 1. 360 2. 231 233 #38 S-D .004 2. 271 231 
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#39 L-H - .799 2.803 231 #49 L-H -1.047 2.619 232 
#39 s-o .008 2.308 234 #119 S-D - .502 2.481 235 
#40 L-H - .203 2.756 231 #50 L-H -1 . 313 2.657 230 
#40 s--D .116 2.237 231 #50 S-0 .227 2.481 235 
#41 L- H .246 2.661 235 #51 L-H -1 . 912 2.332 229 
#41 s-o . 178 2.165 230 #51 S-D - . 123 2.406 227 
#42 L-H - .709 2.640 234 #52 L-H -1 . 142 2.547 231 
#42 s-o - .004 2.193 234 #52 S-D .034 2.341 234 
#43 L-H -1.025 2.341 233 #53 L-H - .782 2.579 234 
#43 s-o . 107 2.264 232 #53 S-D - .439 2.249 232 
#44 L-H - .686 2.640 233 #54 L-H - .573 2. 349 230 
#44 s-o - .068 2.321 235 #54 S-0 - .115 2.330 234 
#45 L-H 1. 060 2.349 231 #55 L-H .564 2.255 234 
#45 s-o 1 . 106 2.267 234 #55 S-0 . 731 2.174 231 
#46 L-H -1 . 611 2.620 234 #56 L-H - . 744 2.436 231 
#46 S-D - .766 2.487 236 #56 s-o - .013 2.156 230 
#47 L-H 2.004 2.138 233 #57 L-H .366 2.482 232 
#47 S-D .306 2.484 235 #57 S-D .573 2.137 230 
#48 L-H .495 2.522 234 #58 L-H -1.025 2.645 233 
#48 S- D .694 2.177 236 #58 S-0 - .008 2.489 234 
Cooeersmith Self Esteem Inventor~: Female Distribution on Both Dimensions 
#l L-H - .720 2.184 254 #5 L-H 2.511 1. 913 256 
#1 S-D .562 2.237 256 #5 S-D 1 .134 2.516 253 
#2 L-H 1 .885 1. 810 254 #6 L-H - .628 2.534 255 
#2 S-D 1. 580 2.195 255 #6 S-D .314 2.402 254 
#3 L-H .066 2.668 256 #7 L-H -1.078 2.576 256 
#3 S-D .090 2.424 255 #7 S-D . 215 2.587 255 
H4 L-H 1. 542 l. 935 256 #8 L-H -1 . 296 2.592 256 
#4 S-D 1 . 271 2.306 254 #8 S-0 - .086 2.527 254 
245 
Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Dnv. N Item No. Mean Std. Oev. N 
=--=::==-===----- ~---- -----·-----· ·----
#9 L-H .992 2.512 255 #24 L-H 2.333 1 .818 252 
#9 S-0 .523 2.457 256 #24 S-0 1.936 2.067 251 
#10 L-H 1 .039 2.190 255 #25 L-H -1.407 2. 251 255 
#10 S-0 1. 090 2.274 254 #25 S-0 - .086 2.335 253 
#11 L-H 1. 799 1. 932 254 #26 L-H - .710 2.449 256 
#ll s-o 1. 207 2.371 255 #26 S-0 - .742 2.276 252 
#12 L-H - .941 2J~52 256 #27 L-H .389 2.507 254 
#12 s-o . 173 2.338 253 #27 S-D .866 2.322 248 
#13 L-H - .075 2.384 251 #28 L-H .972 2.620 255 
#13 s-o .783 2.193 254 #28 S-0 .354 2. 551 251 
#14 L-H 1. 384 2.527 255 #29 L-H 1. 633 2.078 251 
#14 s-o 1. 608 2.185 253 #29 S-D 1.758 2.058 253 
#15 L-H -1.762 2.189 253 #30 L-H . 129 2.483 254 
#15 S-0 - .337 2.370 255 #30 S-D .480 2.429 254 
#16 L- H - .628 2.306 253 #31 L-H -1.44 7 2.328 255 
#16 S-0 .478 2.387 255 #31 S-0 - .190 2.372 252 
#17 L- H .300 2.500 256 #32 L-H . 517 2.296 255 
#17 S-0 .614 2.320 254 #32 S-0 .333 2.456 255 
#13 L-H 1. 796 2.095 256 #33 L-H -1.519 2.528 256 
#18 S-D 1. 265 2.340 249 #33 S-D - .575 2.304 252 
#19 L-H 1. 614 2.173 254 #34 L-H - .217 2.680 253 
#19 S-D .376 2.490 255 #34 s-o - .003 2.407 252 
#20 L-H 
- .292 2.633 253 #35 L-H - .675 2.755 256 
#20 s-o .438 2.323 253 #35 s-o .704 2.368 254 
#21 L-H 2. 391 11925 253 #36 L-H 1. 246 2.120 252 
#21 S-D 1. 850 2.260 254 #36 S-D 1 .283 2. 301 254 
#22 L-H -1 . 189 2.396 253 #37 L-H .138 2.813 254 
#22 s-o . 189 2.477 253 #37 S-D 
- .087 2.434 252 
#23 L-H 2.421 1. 845 254 #38 L-H -1 . 126 2.249 252 
#23 S-D 1. 944 2.096 252 #38 S-0 . 131 2.636 251 
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Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N L_ Item. No._ Mean Std. Dev. N 
~ :·=--=-:::: :-:-·~-~--=-
#39 L-H - .687 2.832 253 #ll9 L-H -1 . 4 76 2.348 256 
#39 S-D . 261 2.445 252 #49 S-D - .429 2.345 254 
#40 L-H .000 2.814 254 #50 L-H -1.580 2.565 255 
#40 S-D .623 2.487 252 #50 S-D .542 2.437 256 
#41 L-H - .043 2.584 252 #S 1 L-H -2.134 2.103 253 
JJ41 S-D .557 2.408 253 #51 S-D .039 2.431 255 
#42 L-H - .968 2.404 256 #52 L-H -1 . 152 2.496 255 
#42 S-D . 312 2.312 ?50 #52 S-D . 531 2.363 254 
#4 3 L-H -1.366 2. 051 254 #53 L-H - .980 2.331 255 
#43 S-D - .079 2.201 252 #53 S-D - .421 2.412 256 
#Ll4 L-H 
- .839 2.556 255 #54 L-H -1 .164 2.224 255 
#44 S-D .094 2. 314 2S4 #54 S-D - . 311 2.199 254 
#45 L-H 1. 027 2.248 254 #55 L-H .401 2.239 254 
#45 S-D 1. 525 2.199 253 #55 S-D 1.082 2.092 254 
#4fi L-H -2.055 2.186 254 #56 L-H -1 . 019 2.218 251 
#46 S-D - .658 2.447 255 #56 S-D .330 2.215 254 
#47 L-H 2.043 2.109 255 #57 L-H .519 2.318 252 
#47 S-D .307 2.712 254 #57 S-D .734 2.176 252 
#48 L-H .635 2.368 255 #58 L-H - .992 2.80S 251 
#48 S-D 1. 237 2.226 253 #58 S-D . 167 2.568 256 
---------------------------------- -----------------------------------
Piers-Harris "How I See Mlself 11 Scale: Male Distribution on Both 
Dimensions 
/11 L-H -1.833 2.158 120 #4 L-H -1.583 2.064 120 
#1 S-0 - .777 2. 491 117 #4 S-D - .151 2.323 119 
#2 L-H 1.857 2.450 119 #5 L-H 2.279 2.020 118 
#2 S-D 1. 299 2.375 117 #5 S-0 1 .470 2.220 119 
fi3 L-H 
-
.866 2.640 120 #6 L-H -1.100 2.367 120 
#3 S-D - .117 2.263 119 #6 S-0 .333 2.366 120 
' 
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Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#7 L-H -1.050 2.374 118 #22 L-H -1 . 5 70 2.084 121 
#7 S-D .325 2.212 120 #22 S-D 1. 347 2.116 118 
#8 L-H -1.116 2.484 120 #23 L-H 1. 347 2.680 118 
#8 S-0 .110 2.395 118 #23 S-D .613 2.582 119 
#9 L-H 2.166 2.201 120 #24 L-H .613 2.983 119 
#9 S-0 1.100 2.440 119 #24 S-D .762 2.732 118 
#10 L-H - . 758 2.719 120 #25 L-H -1.264 2.362 121 
#1 0 S- 0 . 194 2.306 118 #25 S-D - .555 2.230 117 
#ll L-H -1 . 716 2.355 120 #26 L-H -1 . 256 2.580 118 
#11 S-D - .330 2.473 118 #26 S-D - .372 2.410 118 
#12 L-H .933 2.716 121 #27 L-H .892 2.323 121 
#12 S- 0 .958 2.600 120 #27 S-D .773 2.337 119 
#13 L-H -1. 239 2.129 121 #28 L-H -1.267 2.188 116 
#13 S-D - .0083 2.084 120 #28 S-D - .050 2.149 120 
#14 L-H -1.413 2.336 121 ! #29 L-H 1 .083 2.295 120 #14 S- D - .279 2.083 118 #29 S-D .941 2.329 118 
#15 L-H 2.595 1 .846 121 #30 L-H .616 2.387 120 
#15 S-D 1. 653 2.378 120 #30 S-D . 621 2.306 119 
#16 L-H 2.181 1. 945 121 #31 L-H - . 991 2.604 120 
#16 S-D 1. 566 2.152 120 #31 S-D - . 108 2.445 120 
#17 L-H 2.024 2.177 121 #32 L-H - . 595 2.653 121 
#17 S-D 1. 058 2.514 120 #32 S-D - . 101 2.336 118 
#18 L-H .529 2.399 119 #33 L-H 1. 041 2.314 121 
#18 S-D .605 2.336 119 #33 S-0 . 771 2.189 118 
#19 L-H 1. 595 2.329 121 #34 L-H - . 735 2.673 121 
#19 S- D -1.638 2.450 120 #34 S-0 - .324 2.314 117 
#20 L-H - l. 638 2.298 119 #35 L-H .733 2.?96 120 
#20 S-0 1.542 2.482 118 #35 S-0 .533 2.404 120 
#21 L-H 1. 542 2.166 118 #36 L-H 1.495 2.430 117 
#21 S-0 -1.570 2.437 117 #36 s-o 1.226 2.454 119 
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Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Oev. N Ite'm No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
===--~-.--.:=--=-=----·~------·-----
#37 L-H -1.487 2.193 119 #52 L-H 1.550 21270 120 
#37 s-o - .268 2.268 119 #52 S-0 1. 285 2.262 119 
#38 L-H - .831 2.380 119 #53 L-H -1.725 2.518 120 
#38 S-D - .550 2.174 118 #53 S-0 - . 305 2.261 121 
#39 L-H l. 932 2.367 119 #54 L-H 1. 933 2.236 120 
#39 s-o 1.225 2.317 120 #54 S-0 l. 148 2.271 121 
#40 L-H - .983 2.364 119 #55 L-H 2.366 l. 987 120 
#40 S-D - . 159 2.182 118 #55 S-D 1 .446 2.294 121 
#41 L-H 1.705 2.244 118 #56 L-H - .482 2.688 116 
#41 S-0 1. 250 2.355 120 #56 S-O .206 2.290 121 
#42 L-H .705 2.646 119 #57 L-H .526 2.406 114 
#42 S-D .850 2.525 120 #57 S-D .314 2.156 121 
#43 L-H -1 . 016 2.410 118 #58 L-H - l . 661 2.246 118 
#43 S-D - . 211 2.452 118 #58 S-D - .859 2.381 121 
#44 L-H 1. 580 2.452 118 #59 L-H - l. 466 2.423 118 
#44 ~-D l. 277 2.400 119 #59 S-D - .504 2. 371 121 
#45 L-H .491 3.302 120 #60 L-H .655 2.359 116 
#45 S-D .433 2.997 120 #60 S-0 .658 2.561 120 
#46 L-H 1. 466 2.719 120 #61 L-H -1.471 2. 291 121 
#46 S-0 - .558 2.523 120 #61 s-o - .595 2.430 121 
#47 L-H 1. 376 2.573 117 #62 L-H -1 . 760 2.187 121 
#47 S-D - . 168 2.484 119 #62 S-D - .546 2.134 119 
#48 L-H - .881 2.328 118 #63 L-H 1. 333 2.450 120 
#48 S-0 - . 142 2.237 119 #63 S-0 . 691 2.318 120 
#49 L-H l. 025 2.413 120 #64 L-H -1.685 2.179 121 
#49 S-O . 421 2.379 121 #64 S-O - .441 2.285 120 
#50 L-H -1.4"/5 2. 211 120 #65 L-H -1.966 2.352 121 
#50 s-o - .433 2.336 120 #65 s-o .266 2.526 120 
#51 L-H 2.150 2.044 120 #66 L-H -1 . 193 2.594 119 
1151 S-D 1. 264 2.304 121 #66 s-o - .344 2.481 119 
Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. ~iean Std. Dev. ~ Item No. 
:g ~=~·~=·=; ~~i~- -i~-i-~ __ m_l_ :;1 t=~ 
#68 L-H 
#68 S-D 
#69 L-H 
#69 S-D 
#70 L-H 
#70 S-D 
#71 L-H 
#71 S- D 
#72 L-H 
#72 S-D 
#73 L-H 
#73 S-0 
-1 . 016 
- .140 
1. 666 
1 .066 
1. 636 
.677 
- .433 
.508 
1. 658 
1.117 
1. 363 
.876 
2.466 
2.547 
2.538 
2.519 
2.239 
2. 510 
2.640 
2.425 
?.655 
2. 511 
2.390 
2.249 
119 
121 
120 
120 
121 
121 
120 
120 
120 
119 
121 
121 
#75 L-H 
#75 S-D 
#76 L-H 
#76 s-o 
#77 L-H 
#77 s-o 
#78 L-H 
#78 S-D 
#79 L-H 
#79 S-D 
#80 L-H 
#80 S-D 
_Piers-Harris "How I See Ml:self" Scale: Fema1 e 
Dimensions 
#1 L-H -1.970 2.185 135 #7 L-H 
#1 S-0 - . 750 2.329 140 #7 s-o 
#2 L-H 2.223 2.119 139 #8 L-H 
#2 S-D 1. 992 2.148 139 #8 S-D 
#3 L-H -1 . 562 2.3lfi 137 #9 L-H 
#3 S-0 - . 179 2.294 139 #9 s-o 
#4 L-H -1.757 2.158 140 #10 L-H 
#4 S-0 - .192 2.359 140 #10 S-D 
i/5 L-H 1. 762 2.034 139 #11 L-H 
#5 S-D -1.079 2.243 140 #11 S-D 
#6 L-H -1.079 2.545 139 #12 L-H 
#6 S-0 . 135 2.528 140 #12 s-o 
24Y 
Mean Std. Dev. N 
-1.644 2.322 118 
- .500 2.473 120 
-1 . 619 
- .529 
2.262 
1 .491 
.677 
.381 
- .595 
- .283 
-1.875 
- .583 
2.369 
1. 310 
2.240 
2.142 
2.258 
2.256 
2.560 
2.476 
2.844 
2.501 
2.262 
2.416 
1. 934 
2.486 
Distribution on Both 
-1.194 2.475 
.092 2.624 
-1.207 2.585 
- .086 2.295 
1.978 2.218 
1 .424 2.349 
- .862 2.718 
.406 2.410 
-1.385 2.418 
- .258 2.366 
1.503 2.363 
2.050 2.130 
121 
119 
118 
120 
121 
118 
121 
120 
120 
120 
119 
119 
139 
140 
140 
139 
139 
139 
138 
137 
140 
139 
139 
140 
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Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#13 L-H -1.769 1. 927 139 #28 L-H -1.303 2.299 135 
#13 S-D - . 457 2.176 140 #28 S-0 . 131 2.293 137 
#14 L-H -1 . 871 2.059 140 #29 L-H 1. 282 2.440 138 
#14 S-0 - .435 2.254 140 #29 S-D . 131 2.293 137 
#15 L-H 1. 314 2.347 140 #30 L-H .623 2.508 138 
#15 S-0 1 . 821 2.071 140 #30 S-0 .753 2.348 138 
#16 L-H 1 . 717 1. 906 138 #31 L-H -1.642 2.280 137 
#16 S-0 1.800 2.146 140 #31 S-0 .042 2.457 140 
#17 L-H 2.237 2.11 R 139 #32 L-H - . 714 2.623 140 
#17 s-o 1 .457 2.286 140 #32 S-0 .289 2.557 138 
#18 L-H .608 2.441 138 #33 L-H 1 .035 1.938 139 
#18 S-D .835 2.265 140 #33 S-0 .985 2.250 138 
#19 L-H 1. 414 2.237 140 #34 L-H -1.920 2.130 139 
#19 S-D 1. 435 2.163 140 r #34 S-O - . 150 2.498 140 
#20 L-H -1.942 2.207 140 #35 L-H 1 .057 2.286 139 
#20 S-D .043 2.434 138 #35 S-0 1.395 2.330 139 
#21 L-H 1.697 2.185 139 #36 L-H 1.964 2.140 140 
#21 S-0 1.580 2.393 136 #36 S-0 1. 460 2.444 139 
#22 L-H -1.496 1. 942 139 #37 L-H -1 . 1 78 2.493 140 
#22 S-0 - .1 02 2.327 137 #37 S-D . 318 2.317 138 
#23 L-H 1.128 2.532 140 #38 L-H -1 . 181 2.402 138 
#23 S-0 1. 546 2.344 139 #38 s-o - . 978 2.372 138 
#24 L-H 1.800 2.215 140 #39 L-H 2.115 2.425 139 
#24 S-0 -1.671 2.054 139 #39 S-D 1. 870 2.017 139 
#25 L-H -1.671 2.180 140 #40 L-H -1.517 2.423 139 
#25 S-D - . 270 2.408 137 #40 S-0 .007 2.375 138 
.#26 L-H 
-1.719 2.281 139 #41 L-H 1. 913 2.348 139 
#26 S-D .085 2.336 140 #41 S-D 1. 729 2.217 137 
#27 L-H . 518 2.320 137 #42 L-H 1 .686 2.181 137 
#27 S-D .612 2.245 140 #42 S-0 1.289 2.198 138 
251 
Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N ttem No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#43 L-H -1.072 2.814 138 #58 L-H -1.956 2.202 137 
#43 S-0 - .066 2.326 136 #58 s-o - .550 2.283 138 
#44 L-H 1. 801 2.223 136 #59 L-H -2.043 2.285 138 
#44 S-O 1.654 2.098 139 #59 S-O - . 934 2.198 138 
#45 L-H· - . 128 2.979 140 #60 L-H 1. 885 2.199 140 
#45 s-o .640 2.565 139 #60 s-o 1 .555 2.128 135 
#46 L-H -1.378 2. 471 140 #61 L-H -1.642 2.344 140 
#46 s-o - .525 2.372 139 #61 s-o - • 266 2.329 139 
#47 L-H -1.496 2.594 139 #62 L-H -1.525 2.500 139 
#47 S-0 - . 244 2.398 139 #62 S-0 - .652 2.288 138 
#48 L-H -1 . 431 2.153 139 #63 L-H . 172 2.576 139 
#48 s-o . 107 2.364 139 #63 s-o .598 2.266 137 
#49 L-H .814 2.280 140 #64 L-H -1.978 2.221 137 
#49 S-O .644 2.329 138 #64 s-o - . 597 2.412 139 
#50 L-H -2.150 2.104 140 #65 L-H -1.391 2.441 138 
#50 S-0 - .226 2.281 139 #65 s-o - .064 2.345 140 
#51 L-H 2.700 1.745 140 #66 L-H -2.080 2.065 137 
#51 S-0 1.788 2.187 137 #66 s-o - . 137 2.569 138 
#52 L-H 2.150 2.172 140 #67 L-H 2.258 1. 908 139 
#52 S-D 1.816 2.248 136 #67 s-o 1. 384 2.267 138 
#53 L-H -2.242 2.094 140 #68 L-H - .891 2.855 138 
#53 s-o - . 181 2.395 138 #68 s-o - . 101 2.526 138 
#54 L-H 1. 921 2. 231 140 #69 L-H .877 2.668 139 
#54 s-o 1. 608 2.149 138 #69 s-o 1 .065 2.355 138 
#55 L-H 2.028 2.070 140 #70 L-H 2.224 2.050 138 
#55 s-o 1. 471 2.423 138 #70 S-O 1 .842 2.143 140 
#56 L-H -1.824 2.338 137 #71 L-H - . 357 2.897 137 
#56 S-D - .362 2. 531 138 #71 s-o .532 2. 571 139 
#57 L-H 1 . 154 2.696 136 #72 L-H 2.108 2.478 138 
#57 s-o 1.159 2.441 138 #72 S-D 1 • 911 2.377 136 
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Table A.4.2 (Continued) 
Item No. Mean Std. Dev. N Ilem No. Mean Std. Dev. N 
#73 L-H 1. 202 2.410 138 #77 L-H .569 2.628 137 
#73 S-D 1. 392 2.318 138 #77 S-D .928 2.489 130 
#74 L-H -1.496 2.275 139 #78 L-H -1.492 2.417 138 
#74 S-D .200 2.458 140 #78 S-D - .135 2.320 140 
#75 L-H -1 . 913 2.090 139 #79 L-H -l. 705 2.378 139 
#75 S-0 - . 417 2.389 139 #79 S-D - .122 2.436 139 
#76 L-H 2.741 1 . 691 139 #80 L-H 2.608 1. 727 138 
#76 S-D 1. 647 2.267 139 #80 S-D 1 .575 2.419 139 
Table A.4.13 
Sines and Cosines of the Piers-Harris Subscales 
Used to Calculate Resultant Vectors 
Item No. Sine Cosine Item No. Sine Cosine 
Behavior Subscale 
#22 male -.1179 -.9930 #25 male -.4022 -.9155 
#22 female -. 0681 -.9976 #25 female -. 1595 -. 9872 
#35 male .5881 .8087 #34 male -.4039 -.9147 
#35 female .7970 .6093 #34 female -.0778 -.9969 
#14 male -.1941 -.9809 #78 male -.4299 -.9028 
#14 female -.2276 -.9739 #78 female -.0905 -.9958 
#76 male .5504 .8349 #80 male .4840 .8750 
#76 female . 5151 .8571 #80 female .5169 .8560 
#12 male . 7161 .6979 #48 male -.1600 -.9871 
#12 female .8063 . 5914 #48 female .0751 -. 9971 
#31 male -.1086 -.9940 #56 male .3934 -.9193 
#31 female .0260 -.9996 #56 female -.1947 -.9808 
#64 male -.2534 -.9673 #67 male .5692 .8221 
#64 female -.2889 -.9573 #67 female .5224 .8526 
#13 male -.0067 -.9999 #59 male -.3251 -.9456 
#13 female -.2500 -.9682 #59 female -.4159 -.9093 
#32 male -.1684 -.9857 # 4 male -.0951 -.9954 
#32 female .3760 -.9266 # 4 female -.1091 -.9940 
Intellectual and School Status Subscale 
-
#21 rna 1 e .4920 .8705 # 5 male . 5420 .8403 
#21 female· .6814 . 7318 # 5 female .6737 .7389 
#53 male -.1745 .9846 #70 male .3826 .9239 
#53 female -.0805 -.9967 #70 female .6379 . 7700 
#66 male -. 2774 -.9607 #26 male -.2845 -.9586 
#66 female -.0660 -.9978 #26 female .0497 -.9987 
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254 
Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cos i~e ~1 ~I-tem_ Nol Sine Cosine 
Intellectual and School Status Subscale (Continued) 
#30 male .7100 .7041 #42 male .7693 .6388 
#30 female . 7706 .6372 #42 female .6075 .7942 
#11 male -. 1890 -.9819 #49 male .3903 .9248 
#11 fema 1 e -.1827 -.9829 #49 female .6208 .7839 
#16 male .5832 .8122 # 7 male .2954 -.9553 
#16 female . 7235 .6903 # 7 female .0775 -.9969 
#27 male .6547 .7558 #17 male .4632 .8862 
#27 female .7679 .6404 #17 female .5457 .8379 
#33 male . 5951 .8036 #12 male . 7161 .6979 
#33 female .6892 . 7245 #12 female .8063 .5914 
# 9 male .4529 .8915 #57 male .5124 .8587 
# 9 female .5843 .8115 #57 female .7086 .7055 
Ph,ts i ca 1 A~~earance and Attributes Subscale 
#54 male .5108 .8596 #60 male .3695 .9292 
#54 female .6419 .7667 #60 female .6363 . 7714 
#41 male . 5910 .8066 #73 male .5405 .8413 
#41 female .6706 .7418 #73 female .7568 .6536 
#29 male .6558 .7549 #16 male .5832 .8122 
#29 female . 7136 .7005 #16 female . 7235 .6903 
#63 male .4604 .8876 # 8 male .0981 -.9951 
#63 female .9608 . 2771 # 8 female -.0713 -.9974 
#27 male .6547 .7558 #49 male .3903 .9248 
#27 female .7679 .6404 #49 female .6208 .7839 
#55 male .5214 .8532 #57 male .5124 .8587 
#55 female .5870 .8095 #57 female .7086 .7055 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cosine Item No. Sine Cosine 
Anxiet.l Subscale 
#79 male -.2970 -.9548 #37 male -.1779 -.9840 
#79 female -.0715 -.9974 #37 female . 2611 -.9653 
#74 male -.2909 -.9567 # 7 male .2954 -.9553 
#74 female .1324 -. 9911 # 7 female .0775 -.9969 
#28 male -.0394 -. 9992 #1 0 ma 1 e .2489 -.9685 
#28 female . 1002 -.9949 #10 female .4988 -.8666 
#40 male -. 1602 -.9870 # 8 male . 0981 -.9951 
#40 female .0047 -.9999 # 8 female -.0713 -.9974 
# 6 male .2900 -.9570 #44 male .6462 .7631 
# 6 female .1247 -. 9921 #44 female .6764 .7364 
#20 rna 1 e .1583 -.9873 #55 male .5214 .8532 
#20 female .0223 -.9997 #55 female .5870 .8095 
Popularity Subscale 
#58 male -.4595 -. 8881 #46 male -.3557 .9345 
#58 female -.2709 -.9625 #46 female -.3560 -.9344 
# 3 male -.1345 -.9909 #40 male -.1602 -.9870 
# 3 female -.1143 -.9934 #40 female .0047 -.9999 
#51 male .5069 .8619 # 1 male -.3905 -.9205 
#51 female .5522 .8337 # 1 female -.3557 -. 934 5 
#11 male -.1890 -.9819 #33 male .5951 .8036 
#11 female -.1837 -.9829 #33 female .6892 . 7245 
#49 male .3903 .9248 #77 male .4904 .8714 
#49 female .6208 .7839 #77 female .8525 .5227 
#57 male .5124 .8587 #69 male .5390 .8422 
#57 female .7086 .7055 #69 female .7717 .6359 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cosine Item No. Sine Cosine 
Ha~~iness and Satisfaction Subscale 
# 2 male .5732 .8194 #50 male -.2818 -.9594 
# 2 female .6675 .7446 #50 female -.1046 -.9945 
#39 male .5353 .8446 #43 male -.2039 -.9789 
#39 female .6624 .7490 #43 female -.0615 -.9981 
#52 male .6384 .7696 #59 male -.3251 -.9456 
#52 female .6453 .7639 #59 female -.4159 -.9093 
# 8 male .0981 -.9951 #38 male -.5520 -.8337 
# 8 female -.0713 -.9974 #38 female -.6378 -. 7701 
#36 male .6342 . 7731 
#36 female .6966 .8025 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
Sines and Cosines of the Tennessee Subscales 
Used to Calculate Resultant Vectors 
Moral-Ethical Self Subscale 
#19 male -.3561 -.9344 #26 male -.1622 -.9867 
#19 female -.3603 -.9328 #26 female -.1833 -. 9831 
#20 male -.2549 -.9669 #27 male .4995 .8663 
#20 female -.2931 -.9561 #27 female .4827 .8758 
#21 male .5387 .8424 #28 male -.2683 -.9633 
#21 female . 7912 .6115 #28 female -.3934 -.9193 
1122 male -.1780 -.9840 #29 male -.2147 -.9766 
#22 fema1 e -.0305 -.9995 #29 female -.2974 .9548 
#23 male -.1382 -.9904 #30 male .5210 .8535 
#23 female .0000 -1.0000 1130 fema 1 e .8553 .5181 
#24 male . 7789 .6270 t¥31 male .0355 -.9993 
#24 fema 1 e . 7703 .6377 #31 female .0330 -.9995 
#25 male -.2638 -.9645 #32 male .1369 -.9905 
#25 female -.1543 -.9880 #32 female .2260 -.9741 
Item No. 
#33 male 
#33 female 
#34 male 
#34 female 
#37 male 
#37 female 
#38 male 
#38 female 
#39 male 
#39 female 
#40 male 
#40 female 
#41 rna 1 e 
#41 female 
#42 male 
#42 female 
#43 male 
#43 female 
#44 male 
#44 female 
#45 male 
#45 female 
#55 male 
#55 female 
Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Sine Cosine 1· Item No. Sine 
Moral-Ethical Self Subscale (Continued) 
.4472 
.7166 
-.0681 
.2549 
-.3579 
. 7681 
.6571 
.6378 
.5045 
.5888 
.5328 
.5461 
. 5391 
.6305 
.6610 
. 7601 
.1 046 
-.1469 
.4624 
.6212 
.5572 
. 6111 
.5940 
.7595 
-.8944 #35 male 
-.6974 #35 female 
-.9976 #36 male 
-.9669 #36 female 
Personal Self Subscale 
-.9337 #46 male 
.6403 #46 female 
.7538 #47 male 
. 7702 #47 female 
.8633 #48 male 
.8083 #48 female 
.8462 #49 male 
.8377 #49 female 
.8422 #50 male 
. 7762 #50 female 
.7503 #51 male 
.6498 #51 female 
-.9945 #52 male 
-.9891 #52 female 
.8866 #53 male 
.7836 #53 female 
.8303 #54 male 
. 7915 #54 female 
Family Self Subscale 
.8044 
.6504 
#56 male 
#56 female 
.6356 
.6580 
.6059 
.7682 
.6069 
.5781 
.6507 
. 7242 
.6853 
.6784 
-.0512 
.2366 
.9967 
.7980 
.4901 
.8954 
.0106 
-.0582 
-.2465 
-.4584 
.6097 
. 7472 
.5286 
.6936 
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Cosine 
. 7720 
.7530 
.7955 
.6402 
.7947 
.8160 
.7593 
.6896 
."7282 
.7347 
-.9986 
... 9716 
-.0808 
-.6026 
. 8716 
.4451 
.9999 
.9983 
-. 9691 
-.8887 
. 7925 
.6645 
.8488 
. 7203 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cosine Item No. Sine Cosine 
Famil~ Self Subscale {Continued) 
#57 male .9946 -.1038 #65 male .5221 .8528 
#57 female .9976 .0683 #65 female .6464 .7629 
#58 male .9790 .2036 #66 male .4526 .8916 
#58 female .8858 .4640 #66 female • 7294 .6840 
#59 male . 1716 -. 9851 #67 male .9934 . 1140 
#59 female .0806 -.9967 #67 female .8787 .4772 
#60 male .4648 -.8853 #68 male .8405 .5416 
#60 female .6563 -.7544 #68 female .9877 . 1563 
#61 male .6517 .7584 #69 male .6456 .7636 
#61 female .8481 .5297 #69 female .7159 . 6981 
#62 male .6116 -. 7911 #70 male .6443 .7647 
#62 fema 1 e .9749 -.2225 #70 female . 6931 .7207 
#63 male .4629 .8864 #71 rna 1 e . 1889 -.9819 
#63 female .6670 .7450 #71 female . 1835 -.9830 
#64 male . 7361 .6768 
#64 fema 1 e .7855 .6187 
Social Self Subscale 
#73 male .6059 .7955 #78 male .5030 .8642 
#73 female .6758 .7370 #78 female .70000 .7140 
#74 male .4214 -.9068 #79 male .5495 .8354 
#74 female .3968 -.9179 #79 female .6952 .7187 
#75 male -.6601 . 7511 #80 male .0532 .9985 
#75 female .7504 .6608 #80 female .6662 .7457 
#76 male .8969 -.4420 #81 male .4770 .8788 
#76 female .9953 .0965 #81 female .6484 .7612 
#77 male . 5314 -.8470 #82 male .4976 .8673 
#77 female .4660 -.8847 #82 female .6276 .7785 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
ytem No. Sine Cosine I Item No. Sine Cosine . 
Social Self Subscale (Continued) 
#83 male .8590 -.5119 #87 male -.0995 -.9950 
#83 female .9833 -.1820 #87 female -.1729 -.9849 
#84 male .4108 . 9117 #88 male .4543 .8908 
#84 female .4518 .8920 #88 female .6398 .7685 
#85 m·11 e .3362 .9417 #89 male .6336 -. 7736 
#85 female .5500 . 8351 #89 female .6908 -. 7229 
#86 male -. 1 212 -.9926 #90 male .2327 -. 9725 
#86 female -. 1 078 -.9941 #90 female .4095 -.9122 
Identity Subscale 
# 1 male . 5472 .8369 #22 male -.1780 -.9840 
# 1 female .6429 .7659 #22 female -.0305 0.9995 
# 2 male .6124 .7905 #23 male -.1382 ·-. 9904 
# 2 female .6690 .7432 #23 female .0000 -1.0000 
# 3 male .2002 -.9797 #24 male . 7789 .6270 
# 3 female .2877 -. 9577 #24 female . 7703 .6377 
# 4 male .6421 .7666 #37 male -.3579 -.9337 
# 4 female .6441 .7649 #37 female . 7681 .6403 
# 5 male .6810 .7322 #38 male .6571 .7538 
# 5 female .7067 .7074 #38 female .6378 . 7702 
# 6 male -. 0170 -.9998 #39 male .5045 .8633 
# 6 female .0315 -.9995 #39 female .5888 .8083 
#19 male -.3561 -.9344 #40 male .5328 .8462 
#19 female -.3603 -.9328 #40 female .5461 .8377 
#20 male -.2549 -.9669 #41 male .5391 .8422 
#20 female -. 2931 -. 9561 #41 female .6305 .7762 
#21 male .3587 .8424 #55 male .5940 .8044 
#21 female . 7912 . 6115 #55 female .7595 .6504 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cosine Item No. Sine Cosine 
Identit~ Subsca1e (Continued) 
#56 male .5286 .8488 #74 male .4214 -.9068 
#56 female .6936 . 7203 #74 female .3968 -.9179 
#57 male .9946 -.1038 #75 male -.6601 . 7511 
#57 female .9976 .0683 #75 female .7504 .6608 
#58 male .9790 .2036 #76 male .8969 -.4420 
#58 female .8858 .4640 #76 female .9953 .0965 
#59 male . 1716 -. 9851 #77 male .5314 -.8470 
#59 female .0806 -.9967 #77 female .4660 -.8847 
#60 male .4648 -.8853 #78 male .5030 .8642 
#60 femiille .6563 -.7544 #78 female .7000 .7140 
#73 male .6059 .7955 
#73 fema l_e .6758 .7370 
Self Criticism Subscale 
#91 male . 7231 .6906 #96 male .4095 -.9122 
#91 female .6592 .7519 #96 female . 1832 -.9830 
#92 male .9679 -.2511 #97 male .6322 . 7747 
#92 female .9989 .0468 #97 female .6654 .7464 
#93 male . 3645 -. 9311 #98 male .0070 -.9999 
#93 female . 5737 -.8190 #98 female . 1644 -.9863 
#94 male .6989 . 7239 #99 male . 1375 -.9904 
#94 female .7175 .6965 #99 female .5812 -.8137 
#95 male .5813 -.8136 #100 male .9796 -.2009 
#95 female .6363 -. 7713 #100 female .8835 -.4683 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cosine Item No. Sine Cosine 
. 
Self Satisfaction Subscale 
# 7 male .5599 .8285 #46 male .6069 .7947 
# 7 female .6503 .7596 #46 female . 5781 .8160 
# 8 male .4244 .9054 #47 male .6507 .7593 
# 8 female . 7111 . 7031 #47 female . 7242 .6896 
# 9 male -.1574 -.9875 #48 male .6853 . 7282 
# 9 female -.1485 -.9889 #48 female .6784 .7347 
#10 male .2962 .9551 #61 male .6517 .7584 
#10 female .1662 .9861 #61 female .8481 .5297 
#ll rna 1 e .3257 .9454 #62 male . 61 i 6 -. 7911 
#11 fema 1 e .3237 .9461 #62 female .9749 -.2225 
#12 male -.2086 -. 9779 #63 male .4629 .8864 
#12 female -.2634 -.9647 #63 female .6670 .7450 
#25 male -.2638 -.9645 #64 male .7361 .6768 
#25 female -.1543 -.9880 #64 female .7855 .6187 
#26 male -.1622 -.9867 #65 male . 5221 .8528 
#26 female -.1833 -. 9831 #65 female .6464 .7629 
#27 male .4995 .8663 #66 male .4526 .8916 
#27 female .4827 .8758 #66 female .7294 .6840 
#28 male -.2683 -.9633 #79 male .5495 .6952 
#28 female -.3934 -.9133 #79 female .6952 .7187 
#29 male -.2147 -.9766 #80 male .0532 .9985 
#29 female -.2974 -.9548 #80 female .6662 .7457 
#30 male .5210 .8535 #81 male .4770 .8788 
#30 female .8553 . 5181 #81 female .6484 .7612 
#43 male .l 046 -.9945 #82 male .4976 .8673 
#43 female -.1469 -. 9891 #82 female .6276 . 7785 
#44 male .4624 .8866 #83 male .8590 -.sn9 
#44 female .6212 .7836 #83 female .9833 -.1820 
#45 male . 5572 .8303 #84 male .4108 . 9117 
#45 female . 6111 .7915 #84 female .4518 .8920 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cosine ~ Item No. Sine Cosine 
Behavior Subscale 
#13 male .6358 . 7718 #52 male .0106 .9999 
#13 female .6664 .7456 #52 female -.0582 .9983 
#14 rna 1 e .5463 -.8375 #53 male -.2465 -.9691 
#14 female .7554 .6552 #53 female -.4584 -.8887 
#15 male .9652 -.2614 #54 male .6097 .7925 
#15 female .1467 .9892 #54 female . 7472 .6645 
#16 rna 1 e .5141 -. 8577 #67 male .9934 . 1140 
#16 female . 3619 -.9322 #67 female .8787 .4772 
#17 male . 7279 -.6856 #68 male .8405 .5416 
#17 female .5663 -.8242 #68 female .9877 . , 563 
#18 male . 7207 .6932 #69 male .6456 .7636 
#18 female .6773 .8357 #69 female . 7159 .6981 
#31 male .0355 -.9993 #70 male .6443 .7647 
#31 female .0330 -.9995 #70 female . 6931 . 7207 
#32 male .1369 -.9905 #71 male . 1889 -.9819 
#32 female .2260 -.9741 #71 female .1835 -.9830 
#33 male .4472 -.8944 #72 male . 7715 .6361 
#33 female .7166 -.6974 #72 female .6065 .7950 
#34 male -. 0681 -.9976 #85 male .3362 .9417 
#34 fema 1 e .2549 -.9669 #85 female .5500 .8351 
#35 male .6356 . 7720 #86 male -. 1 ?1 2 -.9926 
#35 female .6580 .7530 #86 female -.1078 -.9941 
#36 male .6059 .7955 #87 male -.0995 -.9950 
#36 female .7682 .6402 #87 femnle -.1729 -.9849 
#49 male -.0512 -.9986 #88 male .4543 .8908 
#49 female .2366 -.9716 #88 female .6398 .7685 
#50 male .9967 -.0808 #89 male .6336 -.7736 
#50 female .7980 -.6026 #89 female .6908 -. 7229 
#51 male .4901 .8716 #90 male .2327 -. 9725 
#51 female .8954 .4451 #90 female .4095 -.9122 
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Table A.4.13 (Continued) 
Item No. Sine Cosine J Item No. Sine Cosine 
Ph~sical Self Subscale 
# 1 male .5472 .8369 #10 male .2962 . 9551 
# 1 female .6429 .7659 #10 female .1662 .9861 
# 2 male .6124 .7905 #11 rna 1 e .3257 .9454 
# 2 female .6690 .7432 #11 female .3237 .9461 
# 3 male .2002 -.9797 #12 male -.2086 -. 9779 
# 3 female . 2877 -. 9577 #12 female -.2634 -.9647 
# 4 male . 6421 .7666 #13 male .6358 . 7718 
# 4 female . 6441 .7649 #13 female .6664 .7456 
# 5 male .6810 .7322 #14 male .5463 -.8375 
# 5 female .7067 .7074 #14 fema 1 e .75S4 .6552 
# 6 male -. 0170 -.9998 #15 male .9652 -.2614 
# 6 female . 0315 -.9995 #15 female .1467 -. 989i~ 
# 7 male .5599 .8285 #16 male .5Hl -. 8577 
# 7 female .6503 .7596 #16 female .3619 -.9322 
# 8 male .4244 .9054 #17 male . 7279 -.6856 
# 8 female • 7111 . 7031 #17 female .5663 -.8242 
# 9 male -.1574 -.9875 #18 male . 7207 .6932 
# 9 female -.1485 -. 9889 #18 female .6773 .7357 
Table A.4.14 
Table of Angles, Vector Lengths, Sines, and Cosines 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Tennessee Self Conce2t Scale 
Male # 1 33.179 3.213 .5472 .8369 
Fema1 e 40.011 3.110 .6429 .7659 
Male # 2 37.766 1.984 .6124 .7905 
Female 41.996 2.164 .6690 .7432 
Male # 3 168.450 1. 962 .2002 -.9797 
Female 163.279 2.187 .2877 -. 9577 
Male # 4 39.949 1. 871 . 6421 .7666 
Female 40. 1 01 2.807 .6441 .7649 
Male # 5 42.922 2.413 .6810 .7322 
Fema 1 e 44.975 3.149 .7067 .7074 
Male # 6 180.979 2.017 -.0170 -.9998 
Fema 1 e 178.195 2.483 .0315 -.9995 
Male # 7 34.055 2.101 .5599 .8285 
Fema 1 e 40.568 3.234 .6503 .7596 
Male # 8 25.115 .847 .4244 .9054 
Female 45.327 2.133 . 7111 .7031 
Male # 9 189.057 2.464 -.1574 -.9875 
Fema 1 e 188.541 2.379 -.1485 -.9889 
Ma 1 e #1 0 17.230 2.788 .2962 .9551 
Female 9.568 3.059 . 1662 .9861 
Ma 1 e #11 19.009 2.963 .3257 .9454 
Female 1 8. 891 2.742 .3237 .9461 
Male #12 192.045 1.375 -.2086 -.9779 
Female 195.274 1. 617 -.2634 -.9647 
Mnl e #13 39.483 2.803 .6358 . 7718 
Female 41.290 3.172 .6664 .7456 
Male #14 146.881 .404 .5463 -.8375 
Fema 1 e 49.062 1. 765 .7554 .6552 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Ma 1 e #15 105.154 .428 .9652 -.2614 
Female 171 . 563 .474 .1467 -.9892 
Ma 1 e #16 149.061 1. 399 .5141 -.8577 
Female 158.781 1 .442 .3619 -.9322 
Male #17 133.284 .477 . 7279 -.6856 
Female 145.507 1. 065 .5663 -.8242 
Male #18 46.113 2.026 . 7207 .6932 
Fema 1 e 42.635 3. 491 .67l3 .7357 
Ma 1 e #19 200.864 2.270 -.3561 -.9344 
Female 201 . 121 2.582 -.3603 -.9328 
Male #20 194.769 .2 .401 -.2549 -.9669 
Female 197.047 2.610 -.2931 -.9561 
Male #21 32.599 1. 524 .5387 .8424 
Female 52.303 1.677 . 7912 .6115 
Male #22 190.254 2.137 -.1780 -.9840 
Female 181.751 2.026 -.0305 -.9995 
Male #23 187.947 1. 949 -.1382 -.9904 
Female 180.000 2.077 .0000 -1.0000 
Male #24 51 . 165 1.635 .7789 .6270 
Fema 1 e 50.381 2.528 . 7703 .6377 
Male #25 195.301 1.894 -.2638 -.9645 
Female 188.880 2.216 -.1543 -.9880 
Ma 1 e #26 189.337 1.983 -.1622 -.9867 
Female 190.563 2.087 -.1833 -. 9831 
Male #27 29.968 2.467 .4995 .8663 
Female 28.862 2.982 .4827 .8758 
Male #28 195.564 2.308 -.2683 -.9633 
Fema 1 e 203.170 2.278 -.3934 -.9193 
Male #29 192.309 2.065 -.2147 -.9766 
Fema 1 e 197. 301 2.212 -.2974 -.9548 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Male #30 31.401 2.090 . 5210 .8535 
Female 58.794 .854 .8553 . 5181 
Male #31 177.964 l. 974 .0355 -.9993 
Female 178.107 2.105 .0330 -.9995 
Ma 1 e #32 172.130 1. 742 .1369 -.9905 
Fema 1 e 166.936 1. 601 .2260 -.9741 
Male #33 153.435 .874 .4472 -.8944 
Female 134.222 1. 347 .7166 -.6974 
Male #34 183.906 1 .179 -. 0681 -.9976 
Female 165.227 1. 364 .2549 -.9669 
Male #35 39.465 .988 .6356 . 7720 
Female 41 . 149 1.654 .6580 .7530 
Male #36 37.298 1.939 .6059 .7955 
Female 50.194 1.833 .7682 .6402 
Male #37 200.972 .461 -.3579 -.9337 
Female 50.190 .902 .7681 .6403 
Male #38 41.079 .926 .6571 ."1538 
Female 39.628 1. 512 .6378 . 7702 
Male #39 30.301 2.705 .5045 .8633 
Female 36.072 3.249 .5888 .8083 
Male #40 32.197 1.680 .5328 . 84E·2 
Female 33.104 2.336 .5461 .8377 
Ma 1 e #41 32.624 2.322 .5391 .8422 
Female 39.090 2.322 .6305 . 7762 
Male #42 41.377 1.700 .6610 .7503 
Fema 1 e 49.476 2.173 . 7601 .6498 
Male #43 173.991 1 .329 .1046 -.9945 
Female 188.452 1.144 -.1469 -. 9891 
Male #44 27.546 2.275 .4624 .8866 
Female 38.410 2.519 • 6212 .7836 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Male #45 33.865 2.042 .5572 .8303 
Female 37.670 2.482 .6111 .7915 
Male #46 37.366 1. 619 .6069 .7947 
Female 35.318 2.311 .5781 .8160 
Male #47 40.595 1 .444 .6507 .7593 
Female 46.402 1.487 • 7242 .6896 
Male #48 43.264 1.408 .6853 . 7282 
Female 42.719 2.312 .6784 .7347 
Male #49 182.935 . 841 -.0512 -.9986 
Female 166.313 .874 .2366 -.9716 
Male #50 94.635 .320 .9967 -.0808 
Female 127.057 1 .058 .7980 -.6026 
Male #51 29.347 2.093 .4901 .8716 
Female 63.568 1 .665 .8954 .4451 
Male #52 .608 .840 .0106 .9999 
Fema 1 e 356.662 1. 036 -.0582 .9983 
Male #53 194.275 .969 -.2465 -.9691 
Fema 1 e 207.287 .975 -.4584 -.8887 
Male #54 37.572 1.538 .6097 .7925 
Female 48.355 .876 . 7472 .6645 
Male #55 36.441 1 .875 .5940 .8044 
Female 39.425 2.054 .7595 .6504 
Male #56 31.917 1.807 .5286 .8488 
Female 43.919 1. 955 .6936 .7203 
Male #57 95.959 .664 .9946 -.1038 
Fema 1 e 86.082 .898 .9976 .0683 
Ma 1 e #58 78.250 1.110 .9790 .2036 
Female 62.352 1.727 .8858 .4640 
Male #59 170.116 .970 . 1716 -.9851 
Female 175.373 . 761 .0806 -.9967 
268 
Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector .Length Sine Cosine 
Male :1160 152.298 .864 .4648 -.8853 
Female 138.977 1 .129 .6563 -.7544 
Ma 1 e #61 40.670 1.769 .6517 .7584 
Female 58.012 2.050 .8481 .5297 
Male #62 142.290 .559 .6116 -. 7911 
Female 102.856 .809 .9749 -.2225 
Male #63 27.575 1 .829 .4629 .8864 
Female 41.836 2.472 .6670 .7450 
Male #64 47.406 .738 . 7361 .6768 
Female 51.774 1. 616 .7855 .6187 
Male #65 31 .474 1 .832 . 5221 .8528 
Female 40.27. 2.176 .6464 .7629 
Male #66 26.914 1. 511 .4526 .8916 
Femul e 46.841 1.692 . 7294 .6840 
Male #67 83.454 .861 .9934 .1140 
Fema 1 e 61.496 1.507 .8787 .4772 
Male #68 57.202 .987 .8405 .5416 
Ferna 1 e 81.006 1 .234 • 9877 .1563 
Male #69 40.212 2.377 .6456 .7636 
Female 45.722 2. 901 .7159 .6981 
Male #70 40.114 1. 773 .6443 .7647 
Female 43.880 2.847 .6931 . 7207 
Ma 1 e #71 169.110 1.144 .1889 -.9819 
Female 169.423 .964 .1835 -.9830 
Male #72 50.494 l .066 . 7715 .6361 
Female 37.342 1. 591 .6065 .7950 
Male #73 37.295 2.128 .6059 .7955 
Female 42.516 3.049 .6758 .7370 
Ma 1 e #74 155.075 1. 247 .4214 -.9068 
Female 156.621 1. 380 .3968 -.9179 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector 'Length Sine Cosine 
Male #75 41 . 313 1 .566 -.6601 . 7511 
Fema 1 e 48.633 1 .539 .7504 .6608 
Male #76 116.237 .615 .8969 -.4420 
Fema 1 e 84.461 .802 .9953 .0965 
Ma 1 e #77 147.896 .818 .5314 -.8470 
Fe rna 1 e 152.223 1.287 .4660 -.8847 
Male #78 30.202 2.644 .5030 .8642 
Female 44.433 3.078 .7000 .7140 
Male #79 33.336 2.362 .5495 .8354 
Female 44.045 3.004 .6952 .7187 
Male #80 3.051 .816 .0532 .9985 
Female 41.779 .947 .6662 .7457 
Mi'll e #81 28.496 1. 731 .4770 .8788 
Fema 1 e 401426 2.158 .6484 .7612 
Male #82 29.846 1.850 .4976 .8673 
Fema 1 e 38.876 2.636 .6276 . 7785 
Male #83 120. 791 .634 .8590 -.5119 
Female 100.486 .890 .9833 -.1820 
Ma 1 e #84 24.258 2.391 .4108 .9117 
Female 26.863 2.232 .4518 .8920 
Male #85 19.648 2.170 .3362 .9417 
Female 33.367 2.759 .5500 .8351 
Male #86 186.962 1.493 -. 1212 -.9926 
Female 186.192 1. 773 -. 1 078 -. 9941 
Male #87 185.711 1.223 -.0995 -.9950 
Female 189.962 1 .859 -.1729 ~.9849 
Ma 1 e #88 27.021 1.954 .4543 .8908 
Female 39.779 2.432 .6398 .7685 
Male #89 140.684 .775 .6336 -. 7736 
Female 136.302 11082 .6908 -. 7229 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Male #90 166.542 . 777 .2327 -. 9725 
Female 155.823 1.010 .4095 -.9122 
Male #91 46.318 1 .603 . 7231 .6906 
Female 41.242 2.120 .6592 . 7519 
Male #92 104.548 .488 .9679 -.2511 
Female 87.314 .748 .9989 .0468 
Male #93 158.620 1. 347 .3645 -. 9311 
Female 144.987 .764 .5737 -.8190 
Male #94 43.615 1.090 .6898 . 7239 
Female 45.850 2.072 .7175 .6965 
~1a 1 e #95 144.452 .769 .5813 -.8136 
Female 140.477 .894 .6363 -. 7713 
Male #96 155.821 .934 .4095 -·.9122 
Female 169.439 11043 . 1832 -.9830 
Male #97 39.214 1. 245 .6322 . 7747 
Fema 1 e 41.719 1. 790 .6654 .7464 
Male #98 179.594 1. 226 .0070 -.9999 
Female 170.538 .891 . 1644 -.9863 
Ma 1 e #99 172.093 .632 . 1375 -.9904 
Female 144.462 .667 .5812 -.8137 
Male #1 00 101.592 .692 .9796 -.2009 
Fema 1 e 117.925 .883 .8835 -.4683 
----------------------------------------------------------------------
The Liesett Self Conceet Scale 
Ma 1 e # 1 34.291 3.176 .5633 .8261 
Female 36.628 3.611 .5966 .8025 
Male # 2 32.947 3.067 .5438 .8391 
Fema 1 e 36.341 3.501 .5925 .8055 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Male # 3 36.765 2.896 .5985 .8010 
Fema 1 e 38.922 3.745 .6282 . 7780 
Ma 1 e # 4 31. 188 3.240 .5178 .8554 
Fema 1 e 41 .343 3.074 .6605 .7507 
Ma 1 e # 5 35.144 2.605 .5756 .8177 
Female 40.071 3. 272 .6437 .7652 
Ma 1 e # 6 35.583 2.807 .5818 .8132 
Female 34.958 3.421 .5729 .8195 
Male # 7 37.735 2.855 .6120 .7908 
Female 36.650 3.483 .5969 .8023 
Male # 8 33.197 3.023 .5475 .8368 
Female 41.920 3.541 .6680 .7440 
Ma 1 e # 9 35.975 2.881 .5874 .8092 
Fema 1 e 40.654 3.220 .6514 .7586 
Ma 1 e #1 0 177.637 .940 .0412 -. 9991 
Female 168.469 1.488 . 1998 -.9798 
Ma 1 e #11 35.307 2.183 .5779 .8160 
Female 44.377 2.634 .6993 .7147 
Male #12 31 .099 2.495 .5165 .8562 
Female 42.682 3.130 .6779 .7351 
Ma 1 e #13 37.154 2.754 .6039 .7970 
Female 41 .627 3. 701 .6642 .7474 
Ma 1 e #14 36.605 2.875 .5962 .8027 
Female 39.615 3.589 .6376 . 7703 
Ma 1 e #15 30.002 2.697 .5000 .8660 
Female 35.780 2.703 .5846 .8112 
Ma 1 e #16 37.680 2.020 . 6112 .7914 
Fema 1 e 42.711 2.630 .6783 .7347 
Ma 1 e #17 176.576 1. 001 .0597 -.9982 
Fema 1 e 176.082 1.388 .0683 -.9976 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector' length Sine Cosine 
Male #18 43.067 1. 724 .6828 .7305 
Female 48.840 2.514 .7528 .6581 
Male #19 37.302 2.503 .6060 .7954 
Female 44.736 3.189 . 7038 .7103 
Male #20 147.283 .709 .5404 -.8413 
Female 118.462 .857 .8791 -.4765 
Male #21 33.875 3.065 .5573 .8302 
Female 39.064 3.874 .6301 .7764 
Ma 1 e #22 36.961 3.305 .6012 .7990 
Female 39.025 3.846 .6296 .7768 
-----------------------------------------------------------·~----------
Cooeersmith Self Esteem Inventor~ 
Ma 1 e # 1 157.371 .978 .3847 -.9230 
Female 142.019 .914 . 6153 -.7882 
Ma 1 e # 2 37.710 2.224 . 6116 . 7911 
Female 39.964 2.460 .6423 .7664 
Male# 3 159.677 . 122 . 3473 -.9377 
Female 53.638 . 112 .8052 .5928 
Ma 1 e # 4 27.700 1. 792 .4648 .8854 
Female 39.464 1.999 .6360 . 7716 
Male # 5 20.659 2.496 .3528 .9357 
Female 24.306 2.756 .4116 . 9113 
Male # 6 150.432 .753 .4934 -.8698 
Female 153.398 .703 .4477 -.8941 
Male # 7 189.201 . 801 -.1598 -. 9871 
Fema 1 e 168.687 1 .099 . 1961 -.9805 
Male # 8 185.874 1. 232 -.1023 -.9947 
Fema 1 e 183.821 1. 299 -.0666 -. 9977 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector L'ength Sine Cosine 
Male # 9 15.376 .882 . 2651 .9642 
Fema 1 e 27.814 1 . 121 .4666 .8844 
Male #10 49.849 1. 391 . 7643 .6448 
Female 46.385 1.506 . 7239 .6898 
Ma 1 e #11 26.962 1. 942 .4534 .8913 
Female 33.874 2.167 .5573 .8302 
Male #12 188.043 .897 -.1399 -.9902 
Female 169.533 .957 . 1816 -.9833 
Male #13 54.229 .626 .8113 .5845 
Female 95.519 .787 .9953 -.0961 
Male #14 49.847 1 .130 . 7643 .6448 
Female 49.287 2.122 .7579 .6522 
Ma 1 e #15 191.275 1. 632 -.1955 -.9807 
Female 190.831 1. 794 -.1879 -. 9821 
Male #16 158.009 .479 .3744 -. 9272 
Female 142.719 .789 .6057 -.7956 
Male #17 108.442 .257 .9486 -.3163 
Female 63.907 .683 .8980 .4398 
Ma 1 e #18 25.853 2.007 .4360 .8999 
Female 35.147 2.197 .5756 .8176 
Male #19 357.334 1 .199 -.0465 .9989 
Female 13.128 1. 657 .2271 .9738 
Male #20 157.293 .502 .3860 -.9225 
Female 123.690 .527 .8320 -.5547 
Male #21 28.458 1. 750 .4765 .8792 
Female 37.733 3.023 .6119 .7908 
Male #22 187.970 1 . 516 -.1386 -.9903 
Female 170.939 1.204 . 1574 -.9875 
Male #23 29.823 2.735 .4973 .8676 
Female 38.767 3.105 .6261 . 7797 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
~1a 1 e #24 28.941 2.295 .4839 .8751 
Fema 1 e 39.687 3.032 .6385 .7695 
Male #25 177.397 1 .686 .0454 -.9990 
Female 183.534 1.410 -.0616 -. 9981 
~1a 1 e #26 234.284 .636 -.8119 -.5838 
Female 226.227 1.027 -. 7220 -.6918 
Male #27 123.331 .504 .8355 -.5495 
Female 65.792 .950 .9120 .4100 
Ma 1 e #28 46.005 .692 .7194 .6946 
Female 20.031 1 .035 .3425 .9395 
Male #29 39.353 1. 964 .6205 .7842 
Female 47.117 2.400 .7327 .6805 
Male #30 120.443 .398 .8621 -.5067 
Fema 1 e 74.864 .497 .9653 .2611 
Ma 1 e #31 188.981 1. 319 -. 1 561 -. 9877 
Female 187.499 1.459 -.1305 -.9914 
Ma 1 e #32 7.505 . 719 . 1306 .9914 
Female 32.779 .615 .5414 .8407 
Ma 1 e #33 205.295 1. 315 -.4272 -.9041 
Female 200.740 1. 624 -.3541 -.9352 
Male #34 181.353 .549 -.0236 -.9997 
Female 181.046 . 217 -.0182 -.9998 
Male #35 162.401 .830 .3023 -.9532 
Female 133.799 .976 . 7317 -.6921 
Male #36 33.509 1. 701 .5520 .8338 
Female 45.848 1.788 .7174 .6965 
Male #37 44.152 .287 .6965 .7175 
Female 335.204 .208 -.4193 .9078 
Male #38 179.770 1 .077 .0040 -1.0000 
Fema 1 e 173.346 1 .134 . 1158 -.9932 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
. 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Male #39 179.372 .779 .0109 -.9999 
Female 159. 152 .735 . 3558 -.9345 
Male #40 150.124 . 234 .4981 -.8671 
Female 90.000 .623 1 .0000 .0000 
Ma 1 e #41 35.839 • 304 .5855 .8107 
Female 94.478 .559 .9969 -.0780 
Male #42 180.345 .709 -.0060 -1.0000 
Female 162.148 1. 017 .3065 -.9518 
Male #43 174.003 1 .031 . 1044 -.9945 
Female 183.325 1.368 -.0580 -.9983 
Male #44 185.662 .690 -.0986 -.9951 
Female 173.576 .844 .1118 -.9937 
Male #45 46.222 1. 532 . 7220 .6919 
Female 56.040 1 .839 .8294 .5586 
Male #46 205.456 1. 784 -.4298 -.9020 
Female 197.775 2.158 -.3052 -.9522 
Male #47 8.691 2.027 . 1511 .9885 
Female 8.548 2.066 .1486 .9888 
Male #48 54.497 .853 .8140 .5807 
Female 62.819 1. 390 .8895 .4568 
Male #49 205.613 l. 161 -.4322 -. 9017 
Female 196.205 1 .537 -.2790 -.9602 
Male #50 170.172 1. 332 .1707 -.9853 
Female 161.039 1. 671 .3249 -.9457 
Ma 1 e #51 183.690 1. 916 -.0643 -.9979 
Female 178.952 2.134 .0183 -.9998 
Male #52 178.287 1 .143 .0299 -.9996 
Female 155.251 1. 269 .4186 -.9081 
Male #53 209.344 .897 -.4900 -.8717 
Fema 1 e 203.283 1 .067 -.3952 -.9185 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
. ~ 
Male #54 191 . 368 .585 -. 1971 -.9804 
Female 194.951 1. 205 -.2580 -.9661 
Male #55 52.366 .923 . 7919 .6106 
Female 69.650 1 .154 .9375 .3477 
Male #56 181.004 .744 -. 0175 -.9998 
Female 162.028 1. 071 .3085 -.9512 
Male #57 57.446 .680 .8428 .5380 
Female 54.697 .899 . 8161 .5778 
Male #58 180.477 1 .025 -.0083 -.9999 
Female 170.390 1 .006 . 1669 -.9859 
Piers-Harris -- How I See Myself Scale 
Male# 1 202.989 1 . 991 -.3905 -.9205 
Fema 1 e 200.839 2.108 -.3557 -.9345 
Male # 2 34.974 2.266 .5732 .8194 
Female 41.874 2.985 .6675 .7446 
Male # 3 187.730 .874 -.1345 -.9909 
Female 186.568 1.572 -.1143 -.9934 
Male # 4 185.457 1.590 -.0951 -.9954 
Female 186.263 1. 767 -. 1 091 -.9940 
Male # 5 32.826 2.712 .5420 .8403 
Fema 1 e 42.359 2.385 .6737 .7389 
l"ia 1 e # 6 163.142 1 .149 .2900 -.9570 
Fema 1 e 172.832 1.087 . 1247 -.9921 
Male# 7 162.815 1 .099 .2954 -.9553 
Female 175.554 1 . 197 .0775 -.9969 
Male # 8 174.365 1 • 122 .0981 -.9951 
Female 184.091 1. 210 -. 0713 -.9974 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector.Length Sine Cosine 
Male # 9 26.934 2.430 .4529 .8915 
Fema 1 e 35.754 2.437 .5843 .8115 
Male #10 165.585 .782 .2489 -.9685 
Female 150.075 .994 .4988 -.8666 
Male #11 190.898 1. 748 -.1890 -.9819 
Female 190.587 1 .409 -.1837 -.9829 
Ma 1 e #12 45.740 1. 338 . 7161 .6979 
Fema 1 e 53.741 2.542 .8063 .5914 
Male #13 180.385 1. 239 -.0067 -.9999 
Fema 1 e 194.483 1.827 -.2500 -.9682 
Male #14 191 . 195 11440 -.1941 -.9809 
Female 193.106 1. 921 -.2276 -.9739 
Ma 1 e #15 32.580 3.079 .5384 .8426 
Fema 1 e 54. 187 2.246 .8109 .5851 
Ma 1 e #16 35.680 2.686 .583] .8122 
Female 46.345 2.487 .7235 .6903 
l-1a1e #17 27.595 2.284 .4632 .8862 
Female 33.075 2.670 .5457 .8379 
Male #18 48.814 .803 .7525 .6585 
Female 53.932 1 .033 .8083 .5887 
Ma 1 e #19 34.592 1.937 . 5677 .8232 
Female 45.431 2.015 .7124 .7017 
Male #20 189.108 1. 659 -.1583 -.9873 
Female 178.718 1 .943 .1223 -.9997 
Male #21 29.476 1. 771 .4920 .8705 
Female 42.957 2.319 .6814 .7318 
Male #22 186.771 1. 581 -. 1179 -.9930 
Female 183.907 1.499 -.0681 -.9976 
r·la 1 e #23 32.206 1. 592 .5329 .8461 
Female 53.884 1. 914 .8078 .5894 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
. 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Male #24 51 . 190 .978 . 7792 .6267 
Fema 1 e 42.961 2.459 . 6815 .7318 
Male #25 203.719 1. 381 -.4022 -.9155 
Female 189.179 1.693 -.1595 -. 9872 
Male #26 196.533 1. 310 -.2845 -.9586 
Female 177.146 1. 721 .0497 -.9987 
Male #27 40.898 1 . 180 .6547 .7558 
Female 50.173 .809 .7679 .6404 
Male #28 182.259 1 .268 -.0394 -.9992 
Female 174.245 1 . 310 .1 002 -.9949 
Ma 1 e #29 40.983 1 .435 .6558 . 7549 
Female 45.530 1.830 .7136 .7005 
Male #30 45.240 .875 .7100 .7041 
Fema 1 e 50.412 .977 .7706 .6372 
Ma 1 e #31 186.234 .997 -.1086 -.9940 
Female 178.505 1 .642 .0260 -.9996 
Ma 1 e #32 187.698 .603 -.1684 -.9857 
Fema1 e 157.913 .770 .3760 -.9266 
Ma 1 e #33 36.523 1. 295 .5951 .8036 
Female 43.570 1 .429 .6892 . 7245 
Male #34 203.825 .804 -.4039 -.9147 
Female 184.465 1. 926 -.0778 -.9969 
Male #35 36.027 .906 .5881 .8087 
Female 52.848 1 . 751 .7970 .6093 
Male #36 39.361 1. 934 .6342 . 7731 
Female 36.631 2.447 .5966 .8025 
Male #37 190.248 1.511 -.1779 -.9840 
Fema 1 e 164.862 1. 220 . 2611 -.9653 
Male #38 213.510 .997 -.5520 -.8337 
Female 219.632 1. 533 -.6378 -. 7701 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
----
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Male #39 32.367 2.288 .5353 .8446 
Female 41.488 2.823 .6624 .7490 
Male #40 189.224 .996 -.1602 -.9870 
Female 179.726 1 . 518 .0047 -.9999 
Ma 1 e #41 36.232 2.114 .5910 .8066 
Female 42.113 2.579 .6706 .7418 
Ma 1 e #42 50.292 1 .1 04 .7693 .6388 
Female 37.415 2.122 .6075 .7942 
Male #43 191.768 1.038 -.2039 -.9789 
Female 183.531 1.074 -.0615 -. 9981 
Male #44 40.256 1. 976 .6462 . 7631 
Female 42.568 2.446 .6764 .7364 
Male #45 41.392 .655 .6612 .7502 
Female 101.354 .653 .9804 -. '1968 
Male #46 200.841 1. 569 -.3557 -.9345 
Female 200.855 1 .475 -.3560 -.9344 
Male #47 186.963 1.386 -. 1212 -.9926 
Female 189.284 1 • 516 -.1613 -.9869 
Male #48 189.207 .892 -.1600 -. 9871 
Female 175.689 1.435 . 0751 -.9971 
Male #49 22.353 1 .1 08 .3903 .9248 
Fema 1 e 38.380 1 .038 .6208 .7839 
Male #50 196.372 1. 537 -.2818 -.9594 
Female 186.008 2.161 -.1046 -.9945 
Male #51 30.461 2.494 .5069 .8619 
Female 33.518 3.238 .5522 .8337 
Ma 1 e #52 39.675 2.013 .6384 .7696 
Female 40.189 2.814 .6453 .7639 
Male #53 190.052 1. 751 -.1745 .9846 
Female 184.618 2.250 -.0805 -.9967 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Ma 1 e #54 30.718 2.248 .5108 .8596 
Female 39.937 2.505 .6419 .7667 
Ma 1 e #55 31 .429 2. 773 .5214 .8532 
Female 35.948 2.505 .5870 .8095 
Male #56 156.830 .525 .3934 -.9193 
Female 191.230 1.860 -.1947 -.9808 
Male #57 30.824 . 612 .5124 .8587 
Fema 1 e 45.124 l .636 .7086 .7055 
Male #58 207.360 l .870 -.4595 -.8881 
Female 195.723 2.032 -.2709 -.9625 
Ma 1 e #59 198.976 1. 550 -.3251 -.9456 
Female 204.582 2.247 -.4159 -.9093 
Ma 1 e #60 21 .690 l. 781 .3695 .9292 
Fema 1 e 39.520 2.444 .6363 . 7714 
Male #61 202.023 1. 586 -.3749 -.9270 
Female 189.203 1.664 -.1599 -. 9871 
Male #62 197.239 1 .843 -.2963 -.9550 
Fema 1 e 203.152 l .658 -. 3931 -.9194 
Male #63 27.418 l .602 .4604 .8876 
Female 73.909 .622 .9608 .2771 
Ma 1 e #64 194.680 1. 742 -.2534 -.9673 
Female 196.797 2.066 -.2889 -.9573 
Ma 1 e #65 172.279 1. 984 .1343 -.9909 
Female 182.645 1. 392 -. 0461 -.9989 
Male #66 196.105 1. 242 -.2774 -.9607 
Fema 1 e 183.787 2.084 -.0660 -.9978 
Male #67 34.700 2.250 .5692 .8221 
Female 31.495 2.649 .5224 .8526 
Male #68 187.867 l .026 -.1368 -.9905 
Female 186.494 .897 -.1130 -.9935 
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Table A.4.14 (Continued) 
. 
Item No. Angle Vector Length Sine Cosine 
Ma 1 e #69 32.619 1.978 .5390 .8422 
Female 50.513 1 .380 . 7717 .6359 
Ma 1 e #70 22.496 1. 771 .3826 .9239 
Female 39.638 2.888 .6379 • 7700 
r~a l e #71 130.446 .667 .7610 -.6487 
Fema 1 e 123.894 .641 .8300 -.4476 
Male #72 33.978 1. 999 .5588 .8292 
Female 42.196 2.846 .6716 .7408 
MalP #73 32. 718 1 .620 .5405 .8413 
Female 49.185 1.840 .7568 .6536 
Male #74 196.916 1. 718 -.2909 -.9567 
Female 172.387 1.509 . 1324 -. 9911 
Male #75 198.099 1. 704 -.3106 -.9505 
Fema 1 e 192.301 1. 958 -.2130 -. 9770 
Male #76 33.394 2.710 .5504 .8349 
Female 31.008 3.198 . 5151 .8571 
Male #77 29.368 .777 .4904 .8714 
Female 58.486 1. 089 .8525 .5227 
Male #78 205.462 .659 -.4299 -.9028 
Fema 1 e 185. 195 1 .498 -.0905 -.9958 
Male #79 197.282 1. 963 -.2970 -.9548 
Fema 1 e 184.103 1. 709 -. 0715 -.9974 
Male #80 28.951 2.708 .4840 .8750 
Female 31 . 130 3.047 .5169 .8560 
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